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Abstract 
There are roughly 1,500 immigrants from Mexico and Central America currently working 
on farms in Vermont, helping to sustain approximately half of all milk produced in the state.  But 
the lack of adequate visa-to-work options leaves these individuals without proper documentation 
to be in the US.  As such, they are vulnerable to exploitation by their employers, susceptible to 
harassment from the communities in which they live, and under constant threat of deportation by 
federal immigration agents.  Now, the US Department of Homeland Security—in charge of 
domestic defense and immigration—is attempting to use local and state law enforcement officers 
in the agency of their federal responsibilities.  This “deputization” of immigration confounds the 
threats millions of undocumented immigrants already face in the US, by turning local police into 
vehicles for the enforcement of a discriminatory and overly-“securitized” immigration system. 
On November 19th, 2010, Attorney General William Sorrell—head of law enforcement in 
the state of Vermont—publically released a formal recommendation to all state and local police 
departments to adopt a policy of bias-free policing (BFP), and offered a policy model that 
reflects advisement from rights-based advocates, legislators and law enforcement personnel.  
BFP is a set of criteria for law enforcement officials to follow when establishing reasonable 
suspicion or probable cause, while investigating a potential crime or misdemeanor.  Generally, 
advocacy efforts around BFP can be defined as the following: seeking local-level legislative 
action from police departments and government to ensure the functions of state and local law 
enforcement remain separate from federal immigration agency, and to support the wellbeing of 
immigrants and the farmers who employ them. 
This study provides a detailed summary of current US federal immigration law, and 
follows opposition to these laws as it becomes organized in Vermont around BFP. Concepts and 
methods of this policy advocacy approach are embodied in the Action Pack for Bias Free 
Policing across Vermont—an advocacy tool I co-created to help facilitate the statewide 
campaign by mobilizing community participation.  This tool provides a framework of analysis: 
from collaboration around resistance, to identification of an objective, to selection of message 
framing and finally community outreach.  Overall, this case analysis and campaign product offer 
knowledge and strategic examples for likeminded organizers throughout the US.    
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Introduction 
The meaning of social change is not easily defined—but in a 1966 speech, Robert F. 
Kennedy eloquently elicits its fundamental concept.  The sentiment expressed by this revered 
United States Attorney General, Senator, and noted civil rights activist are ever more relevant 
today: 
It is from numberless diverse acts of courage and belief that human history is shaped. Each time 
a man stands up for an ideal, or acts to improve the lot of others, or strikes out against 
injustice, he sends forth a tiny ripple of hope, and crossing each other from a million 
different centers of energy and daring those ripples build a current which can sweep 
down the mightiest walls of oppression and resistance.1 
This paper describes and evaluates a policy advocacy initiative focused on striking out 
against some of the injustices experienced by migrant farmworkers in Vermont.  Having 
researched US immigration policies while doing graduate coursework, I chose to devote my 
professional practicum to challenging the negative impacts of those policies.  As part of a series 
of work and voluntary positions, spanning 16 months, I eventually focused on a grassroots effort 
to stop local law enforcement agencies from targeting communities of color and immigrants.  
One concrete outcome is an Action Pack for Bias-Free Policing Across Vermont (Action Pack or 
Pack) which I co-authored as a consultant with the American Friends Service Committee.   
The following section of the paper, Background and Methodology, describes the 
experiences and processes that led to a focus on bias-free policing, including my work in 
building personal and organizational networks and coalitions.  In so doing, it describes the 
sources and methods through which I developed a strategic advocacy analysis and garnered 
locally relevant knowledge that resulted in the Action Pack. 
The next section, Issue Overview, summarizes the policy issue, by first describing the 
geopolitical context of Mexican immigration to, and presence in, the United States, and more 
specifically, Vermont.  It then provides a description of US laws and contemporary federal 
policies that regulate and characterize present-day immigration system.  In order to pinpoint a 
                                               
1
 Vernal Education Project, 2010 Sept. 
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local policy goal that complies with US law, the campaign for bias-free policing in Vermont 
relies on knowledge of these federal immigration laws, and familiarity with the complex political 
climate that defines them.    
This is followed by a section, Campaign for Bias-Free Policing in Vermont, which draws 
on theory and concepts of policy advocacy to analyze the local approach to organizing, the 
campaign objectives, Vermont’s existing legislation, the framing of messages, and education and 
outreach among communities throughout the state--- as they are embodied in the Action Pack, 
and in campaigns for bias-free policing across the US.  Following each element of strategic 
organizing, and example of its employment in the Action Pack, is a brief assessment of its use.   
Finally, the paper concludes with a general evaluation of the effectiveness of the Action 
Pack as a component of the local advocacy movement, as well as lessons learned in the process 
of its development.    
Overall, careful presentation of the following material is an effort to assist others in 
navigating local-level policy advocacy in similar initiatives throughout the US.  By sharing 
knowledge, applying advocacy skills and assessing the campaign’s abilities, this study strives to 
motivate “acts of courage and belief,” that combined, “…can sweep down the mightiest walls of 
oppression…”  
 
Background and Methodology 
Mexicans and their sociopolitical influences naturally prevail in states along the 
US/Mexico border.  I was born and raised in Los Angeles, California, just a two hour drive from 
a border crossing between San Diego (US) and Tijuana (Mexico) – the busiest land port in the 
world2.  Though Los Angeles is diversely packed with people from around the world, features of 
Mexican and Chicano life were of particular influence in my growing up.  When it came time to 
identify a focus for political reform in a Spring-2009 course on Topics in Policy Advocacy at the 
SIT Graduate Institute (SIT) in southern Vermont, these personal experiences pulled me towards 
                                               
2
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the inhumane governance of US/Mexican immigration relations.  This semester-long assignment 
challenged us to analyze the role of advocacy in policy reform by playing the role of an 
advocate.  I wanted to explore the advantages of targeting advocacy within the community to 
which one belongs.  While attending SIT, the state of Vermont became my community, and so 
too defined the geopolitical focus of my advocacy objectives for this course, for my practicum, 
and for the local community action guide I co-developed in the name of an immigrant-friendly 
United States.   
Research Methodology – Local Affiliations 
 The methodology utilized in this study combines course-linked concepts of policy 
advocacy, with extensive research and my direct involvement in the campaign.  While policy 
advocacy provides both an approach to social change and a framework for analyzing the 
campaign, research of primary documents and secondary literature contextualizes both theory 
and action that comprise the campaign for bias-free policing in Vermont.  While this campaign is 
locally-based, the research necessarily extends far beyond its borders.  In order to comprehend 
and identify the angles of support and the forces of opposition around Mexican immigration to 
the US, thorough research requires the following:  review of policies and procedures by other 
states that have taken similar (and oppositional) initiatives, maintaining knowledge of  relevant 
news and media coverage, study of reports by law enforcement, government officials and 
reputable national organizations, exploration of historical accounts of US-Mexico relations, and 
finally examination of US demographic data.   These overwhelmingly voluminous sources of 
data, however, become more meaningful and accessible through primary research, or firsthand 
accounts.  The following section outlines organizational and community work most formative in 
gathering locally germane information, and in positioning me for political advocacy in the 
community of Vermont.  
Vermont Migrant Education Program: 
  In January of 2010, I began work at my official practicum site as an Identification and 
Recruitment Specialist with the Vermont Migrant Education Program (VMEP).  The nationwide, 
federal Migrant Education Program (MEP) was created in 1965 by Lyndon B. Johnson, to 
provide free educational services to individuals and families moving regularly for agricultural 
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Figure 1. Average Number of Months Individual Students Remained on 
Corresponding Dairy Farms. Months were calculated as the difference 
between the date the student arrived on the farm and the date the 
student left the farm. June 30th 2006 – June 30th, 2009  
Mean = 16.649 
Std. Dev = 11.3628 
N = 733 
 
 
Figure 1.  Source – Shea, 2009 Dec. Dairy 
Industry Employment Turnover, p. 23 
(Emphasis of “Mean = 16.649” not included in orig.)
 
 
work. Johnson developed MEP as part of his “War on Poverty”— with the feeling that migrancy 
for work should not necessitate sacrificing education.  The program was intended to help ease 
repeated transition into new schools, which often results in lower educational performance and 
high rates of attrition.  As the demographics of those moving regularly to follow 
temporary/seasonal agricultural work has changed from the US American families of Johnson’s 
time, VMEP now serves many eligible migrant farmworkers coming from Mexico.  Through the 
VT Department of Education (VT DOE) and the University of Vermont Extension Services 
(UVM Extension), VMEP provides many migrant farmworkers with free classes around English 
language and life skills, and also connects them with other agencies and communities of support.  
The political implications of this program deal with definitions surrounding "moving 
regularly" and "agricultural work." If individuals are not moving with enough regularity to deem 
them "temporary" (under 12 months, as defined by federal guidelines3), or for specified 
"agricultural" reasons (again defined by federal guidelines), they are not eligible for MEP 
services.  More broadly, they are also ineligible for the H-2A temporary agricultural visa that 
would permit them to legally enter the United 
States.  Because Vermont dairy farms operate 
year-round and require knowledgeable 
workers, those moving to work on these 
dairies often stay longer than one year.  
While growing seasons do not force their 
migration from one region to the next in less 
than 12 months, migrant dairy farm workers 
in Vermont continue to move and continue to 
struggle socio-economically.  According to a 
2009 report on migrant labor turnover among 
dairy farmworkers by Erin Shea, VMEP State 
Program Coordinator — nearly 42 percent of 
Vermont dairy farmworkers from Mexico 
                                               
3
 These guidelines are outlined first by the H-2A Visa, Temporary Agricultural Program.  Eligibility criteria 
for the Migrant Education Program strictly follow federal definitions of both “temporary” and “agricultural 
work.” 
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(and enrolled in the Migrant Education Program) stay on one farm for 12 to 24 months.  Slightly 
fewer, or 39 percent stay on one farm for under 12 months, and the remaining population stays 
on one farm for longer than 24 months.4  In other words, though the nature of dairy farming is 
not temporary or seasonal, the migratory patterns of dairy workers are.   
Figure 1 from Shea’s report (Fig. 1, shown above) reveals that, for most dairy 
farmworkers (as surveyed from those enrolled in VMEP, June 2006 – June 2009), their length of 
employment on a single farm lasts between 0 and 24 months.  In particular, the study explains 
the notably high number of those surveyed staying over 36 months as a deviation from the 
average term of employment.  Further, while mostly “Caucasian” families with in-school 
children comprise this deviating data, there is less than one month difference between this 
group’s average length-of-stay at a farm, and the average length for “Hispanic” out-of-school, 
working youth— colleagues and competitors in Vermont’s dairy labor market.5  With this, the 
study shows that dairy labor lasting 0 – 24 months is the average— not just among those 
requiring a visa to work in the US, but among the domestic workforce as well.  Therefore, in 
defining “temporary” agricultural work to mean less than 12 months of employment, the current 
H-2A visa ignore the true nature of dairy-labor in the US.6 
In the context of Vermont’s dairy farmers competing with large corporate to stay afloat 
financially, and with current generations of Vermonters losing interest in taking over the 
demands of their family farms, the tensions surrounding an unauthorized labor force only make 
matters worse.  With the exclusion of dairy work from H-2A eligibility, Vermont Senator Patrick 
Leahy (US-D) has made countless statements and helped to draft numerous policies, asking for 
the explicit inclusion of “dairy” as a form of temporary agricultural work, and an extension of 
the parameters defining “temporary” to more adequately accommodate migratory patterns of 
dairy farmworker (or 12-24 months).  For example, on April 14th, 2011, Senator Leahy 
introduced to the US Senate the H-2A Improvement Act (S.852), which proposes the following, 
in sum: 
                                               
4
 Shea, 2009, p. 34  
5
 Shea, 2009 
6
 Shea, 2009 
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Amends the Immigration and Nationality Act to include within the H-2A nonimmigrant visa 
category (temporary agricultural workers) an alien coming temporarily to the United 
States to work as a sheepherder, goat herder, or dairy worker. Exempts an employer filing 
a petition to employ such a worker from the requirement to show that the position is of a 
seasonal or temporary nature. 
Provides for a three-year initial period of admission with additional three-year extensions. 
Authorizes such alien to petition to become a lawful permanent resident after having 
worked as a sheepherder, goat herder, or dairy worker in the United States for not fewer 
than 33 of the preceding 36 months.7 
 With federal and local considerations like these above, secondary research around 
existing visa programs and proposals for reform added critical insight into the conditions feeding 
the situation of immigration in Vermont.8 
Beyond analysis of documents and literature defining the current economic dilemmas in 
this agricultural state, conversations with those impacted by undocumented immigration 
throughout Central and Southeast Vermont contributed significantly to qualitative data around 
the largely unrecorded situation in this small state.  Because it is home to relatively few 
undocumented workers from Mexico when compared to other states in the US, Vermont has not 
drawn much attention from researchers of immigration.  Even within the small state, not much 
literature exists on the topic of undocumented immigration and general public awareness among 
Vermonters remains low.  As such, collecting information around this local situation required 
firsthand experience and informal interviews with those most significantly affected: farm 
owners, undocumented farmworkers and US American agricultural families.  Recruiting with 
VMEP afforded me this rather exclusive opportunity. 
As a recruiter, I have the following responsibilities: to visit farms and develop trusting 
relationships with farm owners; to identify, interview and enroll people (on farms, at home or 
through schools) who fall within the parameters of MEP's definition of "agricultural migrant 
worker" and/or their children; and to work with schools to be sure they are informing every 
                                               
7
 S. 852, 2011 
8
 For an example of an advocacy product I co-created in support of efforts to reform H-2a, see Appendix 
B 
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potentially-eligible student that free, supplemental educational services are available.  The 
multifaceted perspective gained in this role, brings clarity to a complex relationship between 
VT's farmers, those who come to work on their farms, and the laws that attempt to govern this 
dynamic.  Through formal and informal interviews, direct observation, and qualitative and 
quantitative data collection and review, I have gained knowledge around the local socioeconomic 
conditions that bring workers to Vermont without documentation, as well as the cultural climate 
receiving them and their experiences of being in the US.   
However, despite a wealth of critical knowledge around the diverse impacts of 
immigration in Vermont, this position with VMEP does not allow me to advocate for political 
reform.  Because of liability to several government agencies (including VMEP, UVM Extension 
and VT DOE), I cannot publically represent a controversial political stance as a representative of 
the program.  As an immigrant rights activist and student of policy advocacy, I needed a less 
liable venue for my efforts. 
Central Vermont Farmworker Coalition: 
 This venue came in the form of the Central Vermont Farmworkers Coalition (the 
Coalition), a group of local Vermonters representing themselves and— for some— the agencies 
for which they work.  According to Francis Dunn Butterfoss in a book on Coalitions and 
Partnerships in Community Health, when an organization (or individual, in this case), 
“anticipates deriving a benefit that is contingent on mutual action… coalitions offer such benefits 
by serving as effective and efficient vehicles for the exchange of knowledge, ideas and 
strategies.”9  More specifically, Dunn Butterfoss explains, 
 
Through coalitions, individuals and organizations can become involved in new, broader issues 
without assuming sole responsibility.  Coalitions can also demonstrate and develop 
community support or concern for issues; maximize the power of individuals and groups 
through collective action; improve trust and communication among community agencies 
and sectors; mobilize diverse talents, resources and strategies; build strength and 
                                               
9
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cohesiveness by connecting individual activists and organizations; build a constituency 
for a given issue; … and change community norms and standards.10 
Dunn Butterfoss’ description is visible in my involvement with the Coalition in Central 
Vermont.  The group of mutually concerned individuals and representatives provides an 
opportunity to build networks among diverse stakeholders and relationships with well-connected 
community members, to convene and exchange our diverse resources, and offers “vehicle” for 
policy advocacy efforts.  These “benefits” of working with the Coalition have been indispensible 
in preparing, supporting and continuing my involvement in the campaign for bias-free policing in 
Vermont.   
Though this group had existed loosely for a few years, my own difficulty in finding a 
way to engage with the migrant farmworker community in Vermont inspired me to create such 
an opportunity within the Coalition.  Over 18 months (Dec. 2009 – June 2011), I helped to 
develop the structure of the group by organizing/facilitating regular monthly meetings, co-
moderating the Coalition’s online listserve,11 popularizing the group’s image, and making it 
accessible to those wanting to get involved.   As well, I initiated the process of defining a 
Coalition mission statement, despite several members’ concerns over “committing” to a single 
goal in the complex and volatile context of immigration.  Still, we evolved the following mission 
statement around our shared concerns: 
The Central Vermont Farmworkers Coalition is a non-profit group, flexibly organized to help 
overcome the challenges encountered by migrant farmworkers in our community and to 
address the related concerns of the farmers who employ them. 
Many group members bring longstanding personal histories in the state and —for some— 
regular dealings with local decision-makers.  As such, many relationships fostered within this 
group have been critical sources of community access and political information, otherwise 
inaccessible to a person new to the state.  Also significant to methodology, the Coalition 
provided a venue for observing the process of change-making in the rural state of Vermont.  
Understanding the culture of process is critical in understanding how to effectively engage.  
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According to Dunn Butterfoss, “coalitions must consider the cultural climate of the community 
and how people usually work together in the community.”12 Allowing time to observe and 
interact directly with the process of organization in Central Vermont is a source of knowledge 
that continues to inform my work in the community.     
Though these strengths of the Coalition have been indispensible, its loose structure 
presents some challenges to activism.  Within this unfunded and leaderless coalition, precise 
planning and decision-making are often difficult, as is relying on participation from all members.  
Resistance to funneling the group’s diverse strengths towards a clear, actionable goal led me to 
continue seeking an outlet—and angle— for my advocacy efforts.  Combined, my work with the 
Coalition and my knowledge gained as a recruiter with VMEP positioned me to find such an 
outlet.   
Joining a Longstanding Advocacy Effort: 
With the understanding of “cultural climate” and process mentioned above, it is 
important to note that I have had the good fortune of entering into a long campaign at a time 
when the surrounding sociopolitical environment is ripe with “unexpected” opportunities— but 
this fight against police bias is nothing new to civil rights activists and advocates for racial and 
ethnic equality.  More recently, out of the shared threat of illegal profiling by police supporters 
of fair immigration are bringing new and different attention to the cause.  But the struggle for 
racial equity in the US is as long as the nation’s history, continuing now as systemic disparity.  
The tireless efforts of those in Vermont to dismantle deep racism in people, social institutions 
and legislation, not only laid groundwork for this immigrant-related cause, but continue to fortify 
progress in the campaign for bias-free policing today.   
My involvement with the campaign for bias-free policing came out of the long work of 
the civil rights advocates mentioned above.  The Vermont Advisory Committee to the US 
Commission on Civil Rights released a 2007 report on racial profiling in Vermont that included 
recommendations for what eventually became VT Attorney General William Sorrell’s bias-free 
policing policy model for Vermont law enforcement, released in October of 2010.  On July 22nd 
of that same year, Attorney General Sorrell met with human rights activists, lawyers, community 
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Attorney General William Sorrell 
Invites you to participate in a discussion regarding 
Bias-Free Policing in Vermont 
Following a recommendation from the 
Vermont Advisory Committee to the U. S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
Attorney General Sorrell has undertaken the development of 
a model policy for bias-free policing. 
 
Please attend and provide input on this very important 
community and law enforcement issue. 
 
 
leaders, government officials and law enforcement personnel— to review a draft of the model13 
and provide suggestions for its revision.  My practicum work organizing with the Central 
Vermont Farmworkers Coalition and recruiting migrant farmworkers to VT’s Migrant Education 
Program awarded me with an invitation to join the meeting.14  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Attending this discussion were various community organizers and representatives from 
groups most targeted by police, as well Director of VT State Police, Col. Tom L'Esperance 
among several law enforcement officials and Vermont’s (then) Commissioner of Public Safety, 
Thomas Tremblay.  The 30 (or so) people deliberated over the language of the AG’s model, and 
over what enacting such a policy would mean, both legally and socially.  Attorney General 
Sorrell made his legal concerns clear by highlighting certain parts of the US Code (U.S.C.).  
Under scrutiny was the following legislative language regarding Communication between State 
and local government agencies and Immigration and Naturalization Service,15 as he cited from 
the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996, and similarly, the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996: (emphasis added for 
clarity) 
Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal, State, or local law, a Federal, State or local 
government entity or official may not prohibit, or in any way restrict, any government 
entity or official from sending to, or receiving from, the Immigration and Naturalization 
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Service information regarding the citizenship or immigration status, lawful or unlawful, 
of any individual.16 
The Attorney General wanted assurance: Would a bias-free policing policy that explicitly 
instructs officers to refrain from inquiring about immigration status, interfere with the directives 
of US federal code?   His concerns for social impacts were represented by those whose input he 
solicited.17  By bringing these various representatives into the discussion, he defined a group of 
stakeholders in the issue, and demonstrated willingness to consider diverse concerns in 
subsequent and final iterations of his bias-free policing policy model.  With his consideration of 
our input as members of the community, it was important for us to develop responsive, viable 
recommendations that also consider his obligation to federal law.  By bringing to attention the 
federal laws above, Attorney General Sorrell identified a fundamental law enforcement concern, 
thereby highlighting an opportunity for advocates to develop a thoughtful and relevant response.  
He pinpointed a space for legal interpretation and negotiation left us well-equipped with a 
framing approach for advocating within the law enforcement community.  While Vermont’s 
Attorney general cannot mandate statewide adoption of policies, this July-22nd meeting, and his 
eventual public recommendation and release of a model BFP policy on November, 19th later that 
year, provided advocates with a critical conversation-starter for speaking to police about unfair 
practices, and showed responsive action to acute recommendations made by civil rights leaders, 
long-fighting for a more equitable Vermont.   
American Friends Service Committee 
The pending release of AG Sorrell’s BFP official model generated a lot of valuable 
attention and provided immigrant rights advocates with a clear avenue for meaningful change.  
In August of 2010, I joined a small, informal group of individuals interested in creating a toolkit 
to guide community members in advocating for the adoption of BFP policies in their local police 
departments.  Because this initial toolkit group involved mostly people working with migrant 
farmworkers and immigrants rights issues, we sought engage with leaders of other profiled 
communities, like Gay-Lesbian-Bisexual-Transgender (GLBT) communities, people of color, 
refugees, and people with disabilities.  Across diverse communities of rights-based advocates, 
the message is the same: When one person in our community is treated unfairly, we are all less 
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safe.  Even as a “white ally” in the struggle for bias-free policing in one of the whitest states in 
the nation, my experience of fear, distrust and anger towards police comes out of knowing that 
some of those employed to protect us are instead engaged in blatantly unjust acts—both 
sanctioned and rogue.   
As part of my work with this group and with the Coalition, the American Friends Service 
Committee (AFSC) hired me for a three-month contract with their New England Regional Office 
(NERO) based in Massachusetts.  While the AFSC-NERO chapter in Vermont closed in 2009 
due to lack of funding, they still maintain an important presence in this state through their local 
“Program Committee.”  This committee’s understanding of an inhumane immigration system in 
the US, coupled with the particular needs of undocumented farmworkers in Vermont, led them to 
choose the campaign for bias-free policing as the recipient of their annual funds, for both 2010 
and 2011.  From November of 2010 to February 2011, I acted as a consultant for the campaign 
for BFP in Vermont, as part of their larger national campaign for “Humanely Reforming 
Immigration Policy.”18  Over the course of these few months, I worked closely with an organizer 
from the Vermont Migrant Farmworker Solidarity Project, Brendan O’Neill.  Together, with 
assistance from those from the initial August-2010 toolkit group, and with supervision and 
funding from the AFSC-NERO, we developed and distributed the Action Pack for Bias-Free 
Policing across Vermont.   
Overall, research of the national political landscape surrounding immigration from 
Mexico to the US provided critical context to a locally meaningful issue, while careful analysis 
of federal immigration law meant identifying a viable policy option.  However, firsthand 
experience with marginalized farmworkers, struggling farmers, concerned Vermonters, and 
fellow organizers— contributed most substantially to developing capacity around the practice of 
advocacy.    
 
Issue Overview 
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Across the globe, millions of people leave their homes in search of refuge from economic 
and political exploitation.  In a globalized economic system, they follow the flow of goods and 
services in order to preserve their livelihoods and the livelihoods of their families.  However, 
when these individuals enter the United States under conditions that are too urgent to await 
official authorization, they are treated as criminals.  Now, in a post-September-11th United 
States, those coming for employment and other opportunities bear the heightened scrutiny of a 
spurious association to terrorism.  With former functions of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service dissolved into the new Department of Homeland Security, a single entity manages both 
immigration into the United States, and threats to national security.  Though the two do overlap, 
immigration and homeland security differ dramatically in their requirements from policy 
approaches—immigration policies navigating economic and social relationships within and 
beyond the US, while homeland security policies guiding the defense of our nation.  Immigrants 
and the countries from where they come are inextricable parts of United States history, our 
current affairs, and our future.  Trends in immigration are often times the result of political, 
economic and social acts from both governmental and nongovernmental sectors of the US.  By 
driving the governance of immigration through the national-security agenda, federal policy 
proposes that those born not in the US are a dangerous threat against which we must defend.   
This securitization of immigration policy19 has breathed new life into social and systemic 
discrimination.  Widespread distrust and a propagandized fear of the “other” have increased and 
continued support for security-laden immigration policies.  Of the populations who have suffered 
the discriminatory and marginalizing consequences of the securitization of immigration policy in 
the United States, as 16.3% of the US population,20 people of Latino or Hispanic descent endure 
some of the most pervasive stigmas.   More specifically, millions of Mexican immigrants – with 
and without proper documentation – and Mexican-American citizens are consistent targets of 
intolerant messaging in American politics and media, exacerbated by a shared border and a 
tumultuous relationship of interdependence between the two nations.  This relationship has been 
challenged further with more recent attempts to distribute the responsibilities of federal 
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immigration agencies to local and state police.  Though intended to weed out serious criminals, 
drug cartels and terrorists, these programs do more to fuel unconstitutional profiling by police, 
service providers, employers, vigilantes and other community members.   
While many advocates do strategize to directly reform written federal immigration law, 
many others from local, state, national and international organizations choose alternative 
channels of influence.  Health access, visa options, education, local law enforcement, labor 
rights, NAFTA,21 transnational/cross-cultural organizing, fair trade, anti-trafficking laws, anti-
discrimination laws, food security…—the rippling causes and effects of immigration mean 
advocacy opportunities in a variety of intersecting domains.   
One approach is the implementation of bias-free policing policies by local, municipal and 
state police departments and legislature.  In a variety of ways, bias-free policing policies regulate 
the ability of an officer to determine suspicion of an offense on the basis of personal criteria— 
i.e. race, ethnicity, gender, national origin, immigration status, sexual preference, religion, etc.— 
as opposed to observing illegal behavior.  Bias-free policing policies can also include refusal to 
participate in federal programs that delegate federal immigration agency to local police, on the 
grounds of protecting local resources, maintaining important community-based safety networks, 
and avoiding practices that lead to unlawful profiling.  Policies that hold law enforcement 
accountable for the fair and equal protection of all are implicit in the US Constitution; but often 
violated without recourse because of confusion over responsibilities or abuse of authority.   
In Vermont, the campaign for bias-free policing is alive and well.  This reputedly 
homogenous and sparsely-populated Northeast state is gaining surprising momentum on the 
front.  Though the combined population of non-white and foreign born in Vermont is still under 
6% of the total population, the historically progressive state is working towards more effectively 
dignifying and accommodating a variety of social, legal and economic needs.  In addition to the 
increasing ethnic and cultural diversity among local Vermonters and waves of refugees and 
asylees coming to the state from around the world, Vermont is also host to a small group of 
undocumented immigrants who help sustain its esteemed farming industry.  For these 
individuals, the threat of overly-securitized immigration agency is very real.  As a border state, 
still struggling to adjust to emerging diversity, Vermont carries the physical presence of Border 
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Patrol and Immigration and Customs Enforcement and thus, exposure to heightened profiling by 
police and community members. 
In the face of the immigration challenge, statewide bias-free policing policies in Vermont 
could serve as an essential layer of protection between a dangerously marginalized community 
and the misguided enforcers of a destructive immigration policy.  By limiting the localized 
enforcement of federal immigration law, Vermont can join other progressive cities and states in 
the call for a transformative immigration policy that recognizes and supports the needs of those it 
most dramatically effects—in the US and abroad.    
Geopolitical Context – Mexican Presence in the US 
Though populations from communities around the world encounter similar and varied 
complications with US immigration proceedings, this capstone specifically focuses on US affairs 
with Mexico, and more narrowly, undocumented Mexican immigration to Vermont.  The long 
history between Mexico and the United States remains one of the most influential relationships 
in America today.  According the Pew Hispanic Center, the US is the destination for nearly all 
people who leave Mexico, and about one out of ten born there currently lives in the US.22  We 
share a national border, a tumultuous history, and close to 32 million people in the US today 
identify as “Mexican” by origin.23  In just ten years (2000-2010), this population grew by 11.2 
million—accounting for about three-fourths of the total increase in the Hispanic24 population in 
the US during that time (fig. 2). 
In 2010, the US Census Bureau dedicated specific attention to gathering and analyzing 
data on the expanding Hispanic population because, in their words, “…data on Hispanic origin 
are critical for research that underlies many policy decisions at all levels of government.”25  
Figure 2 below from a Census Brief on the Hispanic Population in 2010, depicts a large number 
of survey respondents identifying as Mexican by origin.  According to the Census, “…origin can 
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be viewed as the heritage, nationality group, lineage, or country of birth of the person or the 
person’s parents or ancestors before their 
arrival in the United States.”26   These 
numbers represent, not just social and 
political presence, but also the widespread 
population of those at risk of targeting by 
xenophobic, securitized framing of 
immigration.  However, though significant, 
these Census numbers do not reveal which 
portion of these respondents is without 
proper documentation to be in the United 
States.  The unique and ubiquitous 
sociopolitical conditions that accompany the 
unauthorized entry and/or stay of millions 
from Mexico, warrant consideration of this 
group’s demographics and impacts as 
distinct— within and beyond Census totals.   
 
US Population of Unauthorized Mexican Immigrants 
Of the total 40.2 million foreign-born people living in the US as of March, 2010, roughly 
29 million, or 72%, are “legal Immigrants.”27  The other 28% of the nation’s foreign-born 
population, roughly 11.2 million (March, 2010) are “unauthorized immigrants.”28  Of this 
unauthorized, or undocumented, population of immigrants living in the United States, Mexicans 
remain the largest group.  According to the DHS, Mexicans accounted for about 58% of the total, 
or 6.6 million people.29   
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Figure 2  
Source – US Census Bureau, 2011 May. Hispanic 
Population: 2010.  
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2000 2005 2006* 2007 2008 2009 2010
All countries . . . . . . 8,460,000 10,490,000 11,310,000 11,780,000 11,600,000 10,750,000 10,790,000
Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . 4,680,000 5,970,000 6,570,000 6,980,000 7,030,000 6,650,000 6,640,000
El Salvador . . . . . . . .  430,000 470,000 510,000 540,000 570,000 530,000 620,000
Guatemala . . . . . . . . 290,000 370,000 430,000 500,000 430,000 480,000 520,000
Honduras. . . . . . . . . 160,000 180,000 280,000 280,000 300,000 320,000 330,000
Philippines . . . . . . . . 200,000 210,000 280,000 290,000 300,000 270,000 280,000
India . . . . . . . . . . . . 120,000 280,000 210,000 220,000 160,000 200,000 200,000
Ecuador . . . . . . . . . 110,000 120,000 150,000 160,000 170,000 170,000 180,000
Brazil . . . . . . . . . . . 100,000 170,000 210,000 190,000 180,000 150,000 180,000
Korea . . . . . . . . . . . 180,000 210,000 230,000 230,000 240,000 200,000 170,000
China . . . . . . . . . . . 190,000 230,000 170,000 290,000 220,000 120,000 130,000
Other countries . . . . 2,000,000 2,280,000 2,290,000 2,100,000 2,000,000 1,650,000 1,550,000
Source -- US Census Bureau, 2011 May. Hispanic Population: 2010 . 
Table 1
Country of Birth of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population: January 2000 and 2005-2010 
*Revised as noted in the 1/1/ 2007 unauthorized estimates report publ ished in September 2008. 
Detai l  may not sum to totals because of rounding.
Estimated population in January 
Country of birth 
 
Table 1 above shows how unauthorized immigrants from Mexico in the US have 
consistently accounted for more than all other undocumented immigrants in the US combined. 
With millions of undocumented Mexican immigrants in the United States, one must 
consider current factors pushing them out of their country and pulling them across a heavily 
guarded border, with and without approval from American authorities.  Of significant influence 
over contemporary patterns of migration, many of these factors also frame the debate over 
immigration policy.  For example, many migrate to the US without awaiting authorization as a 
consequence of NAFTA’s failure to accommodate the flow of labor elemental in a “Free Trade” 
economic agreement.  Other conditions that drive Mexicans from their country include the 
dramatic decline in agricultural and other customary employment opportunities in rural Mexico 
(also partly due to trade agreements with the US and American corporations), and increasingly, 
the threat of organized crime and violence in Mexico brought by the illicit trafficking of drugs to 
consumers in the US 
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For those leaving Mexico, either temporarily or for the long term, they must decide on a 
destination.  Though the US is within close proximity and offers familial ties for many, 
unrealistic immigration quotas and inadequate visa options severely impede entry into the States 
and access to social, political and economic services it may otherwise offer.  Still, despite risks 
of dangerous journeys and unfavorable conditions associated with undocumented immigration 
status, the success of millions finding work in the US invites many others betting on the 
probability of a similar outcome.  Consider the following from a more recent report from the 
Pew Hispanic Center, titled, “Unauthorized Immigrant Population: National and State Trends, 
2010”: 
There were 8 million unauthorized immigrants in the workforce in March 2010, down slightly 
from 2007, when there were 8.4 million. They represent 5.2% of the workforce, similar to 
their proportion for the past half-decade, when they represented 5% to 5.5% of workers.30 
 The findings above attest to the availability of jobs for people without documentation, 
and also the willingness of American employers to hire them.  As nearly two thirds of the 
undocumented population in the US, Mexicans undoubtedly contribute to this unauthorized 
workforce.  While some employers treat their employees with dignity, and even share in their 
struggle to manage a livelihood, many others take advantage of vulnerable immigration status.  
The risk of deportation silences many into enduring unlawful exploitation— without 
documentation, people fear reaching out for assistance, even when doing so is within their rights.   
Undocumented Mexican Immigrants in Vermont 
 The most recent Census data reports Vermont’s total population as just under 626,000 – 
of which, 94% reported as “White”.31  That said, the state has been witnessing an increase in 
diversity associated with race, ethnicity, national origin and even immigration status.  According 
to a report by the Vermont Advisory Committee to the US Commission on Civil Rights, “thirty 
percent of Vermont’s population growth between 1990 and 2006 is attributed to ethnic and racial 
minorities, including immigrants.”32  As groups develop ties in communities throughout the 
state, their familiar presence garners opportunities for change.  Though the pace is slow, 
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agencies, organizations, communities and individuals are finding ways to listen and respond.  For 
the small population of dangerously marginalized undocumented farmworkers in Vermont, local 
sensitivity is of particular importance. 
 The current estimate of undocumented individuals in Vermont is about 1,500.  Though 
small in number, these individuals supply the labor for approximately half of all milk produced 
in the state, according the VT Agency of Agriculture.  The vast majority of these individuals 
come from Mexico, though a very small (but growing) portion also come from Guatemala.  
Because they mostly work on Vermont dairy farms and, to a lesser degree, other agricultural 
facilities, the group is often referred to as undocumented farmworkers.  For the purposes of this 
paper, undocumented farmworkers who live and work in Vermont serve as the population of 
focus, and an inspiration for policy reform.   
Overall, the complex relationship between the US and Mexico warrants congruent 
policies that take into account a variety of conditions at play.  With or without citizenship, visas, 
or proper immigration status, people of Mexican origin are a longstanding and critical part of the 
United States.  To see more equitable treatment of all, immigration policy should nurture the 
powerful presence of Mexican influence on US economy, culture, and personal lives.  
Unfortunately, current federal immigration law and a climate of fear in the US overlook the 
hardships that push many from Mexico and the mismanaged opportunities that pull them into the 
United States.   
Legal and Political Context of Immigration 
Despite the overwhelming population of foreign born individuals living in the United 
States (US), currently and throughout our history, the US Constitution never explicitly mentions 
“Immigration.”  It does, however, award Congress jurisdiction over “establish[ing] an uniform 
Rule of Naturalization.”33  Further, the Supremacy Clause in Article 6 of the Constitution gives 
all federal laws preemptive rule over state laws, specifically when a state law interferes or 
contradicts the implementation of federal.34  In awarding congress reign over a strictly federal 
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immigration policy, these constitutional guidelines have unfortunately allowed for manipulation 
of immigration law to serve contemporary authorities’ ever-changing interests.   Today, these 
vulnerable laws and procedures provide a venue for our nation’s counterterrorism efforts, the war 
on drugs, profit in the private industrial sector and demand for cheap labor, among others.  Tied 
up in such divergent agendas, immigration policy is left with few resources to address real 
dilemmas around both documented and undocumented entry of millions into the US  In the 
absence of relevant federal direction, states struggle to accommodate the far-reaching social-
political and economic impacts of immigration; but federal preemption severely limits their 
options for recourse.  By examining several of the powers currently swaying immigration policy 
at the national level, one can gain a clearer sense of the hurdles that define approaches to genuine 
reform. 
United States Code on Undocumented Immigration 
Federal immigration law in the United States is extremely complicated and constantly 
changing.  Understanding the written law has become pertinent in the context of popular 
messaging that relies on erroneous and intentionally-vilifying legal jargon.  Those who lack 
proper documentation to be in the US are often slandered with labels like illegal and criminal by 
media sources, politicians, law enforcement personnel, immigration agents, legislation and in 
everyday conversations across the country.  A closer look at Title 8, Chapter 12 of the United 
States Code (USC) reveals that undocumented presence in the US is not a crime.  While entering 
into the US without authorization is a misdemeanor, staying here without documentation is only 
a civil infraction.  
The distinction is significant.  Both governmental and nongovernmental entities funnel 
considerable time and financial costs towards maligning, finding, detaining and deporting 
undocumented immigrants.  Sweeping statements like “illegal immigration is a crime” 
inaccurately criminalize millions living in the US without proper documentation.  The blanketed 
accusation of criminality presents an opportunity to investigate the true written law.   
To be clear, a civil infraction is a minor violation of law that is usually punishable only 
by fine, like a traffic violation.  It is less severe than a misdemeanor.  A misdemeanor is a crime 
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punishable by no more than one year in prison, like petty-theft or leaving the scene of an 
accident, and it is less serious than a felony.35  A felony is the most serious type of crime, defined 
as punishable by more than one year in prison and sometimes even by death.36 
Title 8, Chapter 12 of the US Code does state clearly that to enter into the US without 
proper documentation is a crime—a misdemeanor on first offense and a felony on second 
offense.  However, the code delineates the improper time or place of entry into the US warrants 
no less than civil infraction—meaning undocumented entry into the US is at least a civil 
infraction but not more than a misdemeanor the first time.  The act of entry aside, undocumented 
presence in the US is no more than a civil infraction.  Undocumented presence is only a criminal 
offense when an individual is found in the US after having been removed previously or for 
“willful” failure to appear at a removal hearing.37  Further, removal hearings are not criminal 
proceedings, but instead carried out as administrative proceedings, considered before the 
Executive Office of Immigration Review (EOIR) and not a judicial court.38 
A more accurate understanding of the laws which outline these varying degrees of 
offense can weaken the association of criminality to undocumented immigration, and render 
exaggerated efforts by DHS and others less viable. 
Department of Homeland Security – Post 9-11 immigration policy 
For close to 11 years, heightened attention to national security has had undeniable 
influence over the climate of immigration in the US: 
 Eleven days after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, Pennsylvania Governor Tom Ridge 
was appointed as the first Director of the Office of Homeland Security in the White 
House. The office oversaw and coordinated a comprehensive national strategy to 
safeguard the country against terrorism and respond to any future attacks.39  
                                               
35
 Misdemeanors are not counted as “strikes” in states that have Three Strikes Laws for serious criminal 
offenses. 
36
 LawInfo, 2008 
37
 Immigration and Nationality Act, 2009 
38
 Garcia, 2006 May 
39
 US Department of Homeland Security [General Information], 2011 
27 
 
The federal government rushed to secure our borders and to demonstrate unwavering 
strength to its people, their enemies and the world.  A year after the attacks, the 107th Congress 
enacted the Homeland Security Act (Homeland Security Act [HSA], 2002), reassigning the 
enforcement, services and administrative functions of immigration agency from the (then) 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) to a brand new executive department, and 
eliminated the INS completely.40  The law established the current Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS), and clearly prioritizes obligations to counterterrorism efforts: 
 
A. prevent terrorist attacks within the United States; 
B. reduce the vulnerability of the United States to terrorism; 
C. minimize the damage, and assist in the recovery, from terrorist attacks that do 
occur within the United States; … 
 
G. …and monitor connections between illegal drug trafficking and terrorism, 
coordinate efforts to sever such connections, and otherwise contribute to efforts 
to interdict illegal drug trafficking.  
However, in reference to the overwhelming duties of former agencies that DHS must 
adopt, the law uses sweeping, vague language: 
D. … carry out all functions of entities transferred to the Department, including by 
acting as a focal point regarding natural and manmade crises and emergency 
planning; 
E. ensure that the functions of the agencies and subdivisions within the Department 
that are not related directly to securing the homeland are not diminished or 
neglected except by a specific explicit Act of Congress; 
F. ensure that the overall economic security of the United States is not diminished 
by efforts, activities, and programs aimed at securing the homeland…41 
 The act only superficially commits attention to immigration matters beyond the threat of 
terrorism.  Such negligence mangles the relationship between the US and Mexico, as an 
executive department employs counterterrorism strategies against millions who are innocent of 
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this association.  Once again, misgoverned federal legislation both exacerbates and ignores the 
root causes and disparaging consequences of Mexican immigration to the United States.   
Further, HSA (2002) set the stage for what many refer to as “the localization of 
immigration agency” or “deputization of immigration enforcement.”  Currently, DHS divides the 
enforcement of immigration between US Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and US 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE).42   According to the Department, enforcement 
includes, “…arrest, detention, return, and removal from the United States of foreign nationals 
who are inadmissible to or removable from the United States under US immigration law.”43   
A report from the Congressional Research Service in 2009 looked at the role of state and 
local law enforcement in implementing immigration law.  It found that as recently as 1996, state 
and local authorities had the authority to arrest undocumented individuals for criminal violations 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA), but they did not have any legal authority to 
enforce civil provisions of immigration law.  This meant that local police had no authority over 
arrests for undocumented immigration status alone, unless directly witnessing the unlawful entry, 
itself.44  But in their writing of HSA in 2002, Congress opened the doors to broadening 
jurisdiction of securitized immigration agency.   
More specifically, the act directs the Secretary of Homeland Security to coordinate with 
“non-federal entities” to satisfy DHS’ agenda.  In order to “… ensure adequate planning, 
equipment, training, and exercise activities…” and for, “coordinating and… consolidating, the 
Federal Government’s communications and systems of communications relating to homeland 
security,” HSA advises the Secretary to rely on otherwise independent state and local 
government personnel, agencies, and authorities, as well as actors within the private sector.45 
Department of Justice – Ban on Racial Profiling  
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In contrast to the feral government’s missteps in developing and implementing fair 
immigration policy, is the apt recommendation it provides to federal agents to ensure they 
remain bias-free in their routine policing duties.  On June 17th, 2003, the US Department of 
Justice (DOJ) issued a policy guidance to federal law enforcement officials to ban racial 
profiling, based on the findings and recommendations of then-US Attorney General John 
Ashcroft, and Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights Ralph Boyd Jr. (Assistant Attorney 
General Boyd).  These directives were adopted by then President George W. Bush as executive 
policy for federal law enforcement, governing all federal law enforcement activities.46 effective 
Taken from a DOJ fact-sheet on this 2003 directive, the following well-defines the need for bias-
free policing policies among federal agents, but is equal justification for enacting such policies in 
local and state-level police agencies:  
• The Overwhelming Majority of Federal Law Enforcement Officers Perform Their Jobs 
with Dedication, Fairness and Honor, But Any Instance of Racial Profiling by a Few 
Damages Our Criminal Justice System. The vast majority of federal law enforcement 
officers are hard-working public servants who perform a dangerous job with dedication, 
fairness and honor. However, when law enforcement practices are perceived to be biased or 
unfair, the general public, and especially minority communities, are less willing to trust and 
confide in officers, report crimes, be witnesses at trials, or serve on juries. 
• Racial Profiling Is Discrimination, and It Taints the Entire Criminal Justice 
System. Racial profiling rests on the erroneous assumption that any particular 
individual of one race or ethnicity is more likely to engage in misconduct than any 
particular individual of other races or ethnicities.47 
The sentiment here is clear, and parallels the values of immigrant and civil rights 
advocates alike.  But further in the DOJ factsheet, a section titled “Taking Steps to 
Balance National Security Concerns” identifies exceptions to the bar on racial profiling, 
in cases related to counterterrorism efforts and the prevention of catastrophic attacks: 
• Federal Law Enforcement Will Continue Terrorist Identification. Since the 
terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the President has emphasized that federal 
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law enforcement personnel must use every legitimate tool to prevent future attacks, 
protect our nations’ borders, and deter those who would cause devastating harm to 
our country and its people through the use of biological or chemical weapons, other 
weapons of mass destruction, suicide hijackings, or any other means. 
 Therefore, the racial profiling guidance recognizes that race and ethnicity may be 
used in terrorist identification, but only to the extent permitted by the nation’s 
laws and the Constitution. The policy guidance emphasizes that, even in the 
national security context, the constitutional restriction on use of generalized 
stereotypes remains.48 
Though this exception may be understandable in extreme cases, it tempts agents to 
excuse unjust profiling by loosely linking their actions to the prevention of catastrophic or 
terrorist-level threats to the nation.  In particular, lacking proper authorization to be in the US 
should, in no way, warrant the excused use of racial profiling.  Any instance whereby a law 
enforcement official uses profiling merely to uncover the immigration status of an otherwise 
law-abiding member of the community, does not qualify as investigating or preventing a serious 
threat to national security.  With the current sociopolitical environment around undocumented 
immigration in volatile disarray, the DOJ should expand their guidelines to explicitly exclude 
profiling for the sole purpose of identifying those without proper authorization to be in the US, 
as well other groups especially vulnerable to profiling by police and in diverse social settings.  
(For example, many people of Middle Eastern origin, as well as many who practice Islamic 
religion experience particularly harsh scrutiny from law enforcement agents and community 
members, as a result of often post 9-11paranoia, or ignorant association of these diverse groups 
to national-security threats).   
Further, while the language of the executive ban on racial profiling is eloquent— and 
even embodies many of the ideals by which rights-based advocates stand— this policy guidance 
is more a gesture than it is directives to federal agents around avoiding unlawful profiling, or a 
description of actionable measures for cases when such profiling does occur.  Published on the 
same day the DOJ announced this immediately-effective executive ban on racial profiling, a 
CNN report on the event quote Director of the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) office in 
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Washington, Laura Murphy, saying, “The [DOJ] guidelines acknowledge racial profiling as a 
national concern but do nothing to stop it…  The new policy guidelines provide no rights or 
remedies."49   
The CNN report also highlights how these guidelines regulate only federal agencies— 
and not state and local police agencies in similar need of such mandates.  The article summarizes 
a response to this significant shortcoming from Ralph Boyd, assistant attorney general on civil 
rights and co-author of the 2003 policy, explaining that “… the [G.W. Bush] administration 
hopes state and local officials will use the federal policies as a ‘model’ where policies do not 
exist.”  Unfortunately, this vague comment does little to encourage local and state decision-
makers in proactively adopting similar anti-bias policies, relevant and long-overdue at all levels 
of law enforcement. 
Policy Enforcement– Federal Programs Tread Locally 
The localization or deputization of immigration agency by enlisting local authorities to 
take on historically federal responsibilities is not a recent phenomenon.   Since the terrorist 
attacks of 9-11, however, the securitization of immigration in the United States has meant the 
funneling of more funding and resources DHS programs, and therefore, rapid expansion and 
immersion of their functions and procedures.  As the “principle investigative arm” of DHS, the 
United States Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) currently runs 16 programs that 
supervise state, local and tribal agencies in federal immigration enforcement.  To “promote the 
various programs and tools” of these pervasive collaborations, ICE initiated the ICE Agreements 
of Cooperation in Communities to Enhance Safety and Security (ICE ACCESS).  Under this 
umbrella, ICE groups the major programs that merge immigration enforcement with the criminal 
justice system.  The following is a current list of these (2011, June), titled “ICE ACCESS 
Support and Programs” at www.ice.gov/access: (underline added for emphasis) 
1. Asset Forfeiture/Equitable Sharing 
2. Border Enforcement Security Task Force (BEST) 
3. Criminal Alien Program (CAP) 
4. Customs Cross-Designation (Title 19) 
5. Document and Benefit Fraud Task Forces 
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6. Fugitive Operations 
7. Immigration Cross-Designation - 287(g) 
8. Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) Center 
9. Law Enforcement Support Center (LESC) 
10. Operation Community Shield 
11. Operation Firewall 
12. Operation Predator 
13. Rapid REPAT 
14. Secure Communities50 
 
Underlined in the list above are three of the most significant and widespread of these 
involving states and localities in immigration enforcement: CAP, 287(g), and Secure 
Communities.  The following excerpt from a 2009 report by the National Immigration Law 
Center (NILC) succinctly describes these three programs and the power of their joined functions: 
Through the 287(g) program, local jurisdictions enter into agreements with … [DHS] allowing 
certain local law enforcement officers to enforce federal immigration laws. Under CAP, 
ICE agents, physically present in local jails and prisons or by telephone, screen inmates 
flagged by jail or prison officials as being foreign-born to determine if they are 
removable. Under Secure Communities — the newest of these initiatives — during the 
booking process, fingerprints of arrested individuals at participating jails are checked 
against DHS’s automated Biometric Identification System, not simply against Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) databases. Thus, ICE has created a three-part framework 
within the criminal justice system for immigration enforcement: physical presence in jails 
(CAP), technological presence (Secure Communities), and actual transfer of authority 
(287(g)). While each program is separate, the programs often overlap and can operate 
simultaneously in the same jurisdiction.” 51 
Together, these three programs characterize much of the immigration relations between 
the US and Mexico.  As of March 2010, more than 1,075 local officers had been trained and 
certified through 287(g), negotiated under 67 active Memoranda of Agreement (MOAs) in 24 
states, according to the Immigration Policy Center (2010, April 4).  Rates of enrollment in ICE’s 
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newer, Secure Communities program have been much more rapid and expansive.  In the 
agency’s most recent report on “Activated Jurisdictions” of Secure Communities in the US 
(2011, July), ICE boasts, “…as of July 6, 2011, the biometric information sharing capability 
[Secure Communities] is activated in 1,422 jurisdictions in 44 states and territories. By 2013, 
ICE plans to use this capability nationwide.”52  In just two months— from March 31st, 2011 to 
May 31st, 2011— the number of activated jurisdictions grew by 157, and spread to two more 
states.53 54 
When federal immigration laws put local enforcement agencies on patrol for 
undocumented-immigrants, they compel ill-prepared enforcement of existing immigration laws, 
feed fallacious notions of the “criminal/illegal alien,” and set the stage for unjust police profiling. 
When the police do not indiscriminately protect and serve in their communities, they damage 
essential lines of trust in their communities, ignore DOJ bans on profiling and abuse exceptions 
to the ban, and finally, deface the 14th-Amendment right to equal protection of the law to all 
within their jurisdiction.   
 
Campaign for Bias-Free Policing in 
Vermont: The Action Pack 
In general, advocacy efforts around bias-free policing can be defined as the following: 
seeking local-level legislative action from police departments and government, to ensure the 
functions of state and local law enforcement remain separate from federal immigration agency, 
and to support the wellbeing of communities at risk of profiling, including, specifically, 
undocumented immigrants and the farmers who employ them.  In Vermont, the Campaign for 
Bias-Free Policing (BFP) is one local attempt to divert some of the dangerous effects of a 
misguided federal immigration system… with the grave understanding that sustainable solutions 
                                               
52
 ICE, S-Comm.: Activated… 2011, July 6, p. cvr 
53
 ICE, S-Comm.: Activated… 2011, May 3, p. cvr 
54
 Further explanation of the damaging effects of 287(g), Secure Communities and other ICE deputization 
programs can be found in the Action Pack’s “A quick Guide to Optional Federal Immigration 
Programs”(Appendix A, p. 10). 
34 
 
require more than the treatment of symptoms like, unjust local policing practices.  Still, as 
captured in the benevolent words of Abraham Lincoln below, even when a challenge seems 
insurmountable, attempting to overcome it is not without value: “The probability that we may 
fail in the struggle ought not to deter us from the support of a cause we believe to be just.”55  
The following section explains elements of the campaign strategy in Vermont in terms of 
the advocacy theory behind them, and as utilized in the campaign product titled, Action Pack for 
Bias Free Policing Across Vermont: An End to Police Profiling for Communities of Color and 
Immigrants (Action Pack or Pack).56 The Action Pack is a tool I co-created with Brendan O’Neill 
(a founder of the Vermont Migrant Farmworkers Solidarity Project), with funding from the 
AFSC-NERO, with the support of the Central Vermont Farmworkers Coalition, and with the 
contributions of several other organizational representatives.57  At its core, the Pack is intended 
as a basic, user-friendly toolkit for Vermonters, to guide them through the process of engaging 
with their local police departments to ensure they have— or enact BFP policies.  As such, it 
speaks to concerned community members looking to make an impact.  The Pack summarizes the 
problem as one around discrimination and the strained relationship between communities and 
local law enforcement.  As a way to encourage people to participate in the decision-making 
process, the Action Pack provides selected resources that are most relevant to the BFP policy 
goals, and walks supporters through the sometimes intimidating process of engaging with 
decision-makers.  As well, the Pack speaks to those already informed—or already involved—by 
providing them with directives, or actions they can easily follow to help reach a goal they 
already well-know.  Such direction can be useful to even the most skilled advocate.  According 
to Shultz, “...one of the hardest parts of…being an activist… is staying on track in the midst of a 
political battle…”58  Finally, the guide is also equipped with an informal method of gathering 
local data from its users around the state, about progress and/or challenges with BFP policies in 
their communities—not to inform and document just policy adoption, but also personal accounts 
of profiling as they occur.  Overall, the Action Pack is one of many efforts among proponents of 
BFP and equal rights for all in Vermont.   
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In this study, the Action Pack for Bias-Free Policing provides a useful framework for 
analysis of five main advocacy strategies utilized in Vermont’s campaign.  First, to identify space 
for immigration policy reform, advocates capitalize on a coalescence of increasingly harsh local 
impacts of the current system, heated attention from national media, and public 
acknowledgement by state-level decision-makers.  Second, by understanding both federal and 
state laws currently shaping options for BFP, organizers and constituents can more precisely 
advocate for an alternative.  Third, through a citizen-centered advocacy approach to policy 
reform, the campaign mobilizes support from a variety of like-minded groups.  Next, in utilizing 
humanitarian-, legal- and protection-based frames, BFP advocates address concerns of diverse 
target audiences.  Finally, by conducting education and outreach to a variety of political, 
organizational and individual actors, the campaign strives to diversely popularize its message 
and realize its sociopolitical goals. 
For clearer illustration of the campaign strategy, and for use by organizers looking to 
initiate similar, citizen-centered advocacy campaigns, the description of each strategy component 
(italicized in the preceding paragraph) is followed by a reference to its exemplification in the 
appended Action Pack, as well as an evaluation of that component’s effectiveness and overall 
impact.  These five elements of strategy, and correlating evaluation of Action Pack examples, 
reflect methods of advocacy outlined in VeneKlasen and Miller’s A New Weave of Power, 
People & Politics: The action guide for advocacy and citizen participation (2007) and Shultz’s 
The Democracy Owners’ Manual: A Practical Guide to Changing the World (2003).    
Identifying Objectives  
According to Jim Schultz’s The Democracy Owners’ Manual: a Practical Guide to 
Changing the World, establishing a road to policy reform is not always an advocate’s decision:   
Sometimes your objectives get picked for you.  Advocates do not always have the luxury of 
selecting their objectives.  Sometimes objectives are forced on you by circumstances 
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beyond your control…  Circumstances not only confront advocates with surprise threats 
but also surprise them with unexpected opportunities.”59 
Similarly, the opportunity to effect immigration reform in Vermont came in the form of 
bias-free policing policies— as a result of unmanageable, overly securitized immigration policies 
at the federal level.  The threats of DHS intrusion in the affairs of local law enforcement and 
related civil rights abuses offer an opportunity for community action.  Historically, the state is 
known for often groundbreaking, progressive legislation.  But its position on the northeastern US 
border means a prominent local presence of ICE and Border Patrol.  With nearly three quarters 
of the small state contained in the jurisdiction of Border Patrol (or within 100 miles of the 
border)60, their influence is undeniable.  Still, increasing momentum and media coverage around 
anti-immigrant activism in other states shines the spotlight on decision-makers in Vermont to 
respond.   
On November 19th, 2010, the opportunity for local action crystallized as Vermont 
Attorney General William Sorrell released a long-awaited recommendation to all police 
departments across the state.  At the press conference announcing this release, Attorney General 
Sorrell began by stating, “Vermont is a long way away from Arizona.”61  In so doing, he elicits 
the highly controversial attempts in Arizona to legalize the use of racial profiling by police to 
determine documentation status-- and immediately asserts Vermont’s opposition to such efforts.  
In the context of resistance to anti-immigrant policies, Attorney General Sorrell introduces his 
recommendation for bias-free policing policies, and offers a policy model that assumes a position 
of “don’t ask, don’t tell”62 in regards to police duty to question immigration status.  In the 
context of locally invasive symptoms of federal immigration failures, surmounting political 
opposition, and a policy option recognized by local government, a campaign for bias-free 
policing emerged as a clear advocacy objective. 
Action Pack Examples and Evaluation  
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• Action Pack Introduction Letter – Appendix A, p. 1:  The introduction letter 
contextualizes the opportunity to advocate for BFP policies within larger concerns around 
human rights abuses and equality for all.  It speaks to a broad audience concerned for 
“the equal and fair treatment of all” while also introducing the problem as related 
specifically to “…profiling, harassment and unjustified deportations.”  Very quickly, this 
introduction letter defines “Bias-Free Policing,” offering it as a protection against the 
problem, and explaining the timely opportunity to act locally within Vermont, in light of 
Attorney General Sorrell’s recent recommendation.  In highlighting a Vermont-based 
political development in a vast and trying process, the letter emphasizes not just the need 
for action, but also the relevance to local matters.  With this, the Pack intends to, 
“…[build] active constituencies around common concerns.”63   
However, in the name of brevity in an already lengthy address, the letter does not 
adequately explain the Action Pack’s concentration on efforts around undocumented 
immigrants.  In effect, we invite people who are diversely invested in a fight against 
discrimination, and mostly cater to the advocacy needs of one group.  This weakness is 
reflected throughout the Pack.  Bias-free policing stands to benefit many profiled groups, 
as quoted from Attorney General Sorrell’s BFP policy model in the introduction letter:  
“‘Law enforcement officers will not consider race, ethnicity, or other Personal Criteria in 
establishing either reasonable suspicion or probable cause....Personal Criteria may 
include, but is not limited to, race, ethnicity, immigration status, national origin, color, 
gender, sexual orientation, gender Identity, mental illness, religion, disability, and 
socioeconomic level.’”  With this explicit reference, the introduction should be more 
transparent about how and why the proceeding contents inform immigration-specific 
advocacy.  Overall, the heavy focus on immigration in the Action Pack reflects a lack of 
sufficient collaboration with other groups at risk of profiling by police.64   
• Personal Stories of Biased Policing – Appendix A, p. 9:  These stories (also included in 
the introduction letter, Appendix A, pp, 1) provide critical qualitative accounts of 
profiling, to further demonstrate the problem, with personal stories from the local 
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community.  According to VeneKlasen and Miller, “…sharing stories, speaking out and 
connecting with others, affirming resistance, [and] linking concrete daily problems to 
rights…[are] principal advocacy strategies to counter powerlessness and exclusion.”65  
By providing a space for marginalized voices, or in this case, those who have experienced 
profiling by police in Vermont, the Action Pack empowers those most directly affected 
by the problem to influence the decision-making process.   
While this portion of the Action Pack is critical to a citizen-centered, or 
community-member centered advocacy approach that links policy objectives to a 
meaningful social change, the Pack falls short in its implementation of this strategy 
element.  Again, our inability to gather input from the many communities affected by 
police profiling (i.e. people of color from the US, GLBT community, people with 
physical and/or mental disabilities, and people of different ages, genders and 
socioeconomic levels).  This was due in part to our desire to time the Pack’s release with 
Attorney General Sorrell’s BFP policy recommendation, in order to take advantage of the 
political opportunity he helped bring to public attention.  As well, a lack of clear 
campaign organization and/or leadership beyond the Action Pack left many wondering 
why and how, exactly, their personal accounts would be put to use.  With a stronger 
presence or reputation prior to our solicitation for personal stories, we would have likely 
received more responses.  As well, it is possible that we did not clearly define the 
problem in a way that personally related to a broad audience.   
 Finally, the lack of adequate representation from locally, directly affected 
community members is also the result of prioritizing different agendas.  For those of us 
creating the Pack, our focus is immigrant rights and the fair reform of unjust immigration 
policies.  Many of those we looked to for input saw the Action Pack as an opportunity to 
carry out different advocacy objectives.  Though just as meaningful, and overlapping in 
values, diverse anti-discrimination efforts cannot easily or conveniently unite in a simple 
Action Pack, designed for quick action on a single policy goal.  Complex and challenging 
discussions compelled us to expand our purpose and made focusing on our objectives for 
this particular campaign tool difficult.  With more time, and in future editions, the Action 
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Pack can more adequately address this dynamic, to establish a balance between a 
specifically focused advocacy goal and the diverse input from a broad range of allies.  
Existing Legislation 
A critical part of identifying space for policy reform is knowledge of the related, current 
legislation.  Though no state-level legislation currently exists to regulate Vermont law 
enforcement practices regarding immigration, a few municipal police departments in Vermont 
proactively implemented such policies of their own.  Out of the state’s total town, city and state 
departments, those in Middlebury, Burlington, South Burlington, and most recently Manchester, 
as well as the Vermont State Police have all adopted some version of a policy that provides 
directives to officers about bias-free conduct, means to hold them accountable, and/or refusal to 
actively engage in the duties designated to federal immigration agents.  Of these, the Middlebury 
policy is not only the first, but it also remains the strongest because of its clear address to 
dealings with “undocumented foreign nationals.”  With specific regard to “Mexican nationals,” 
the policy orders acceptance of a validated Mexican Consular ID card as proof of identity and 
documentation.  Further, the order addresses the most hotly debated element of bias-free policing 
– collaboration with federal agencies: (Highlighting and emphasis included in original 
document) 
The Middlebury Police Department will provide mutual aid assistance, in a support role, on 
request to other law enforcement agencies in the investigation of immigration violations 
within the scope of department policies. In the absence of criminal activity or homeland 
security concerns, the department will not intercede without the active presence of the 
requesting law enforcement agency. 66 
 The wording here is clever.  By agreeing to provide support to other agencies if it is 
requested and to take action if criminal activity or homeland security is of concern, the policy 
acknowledges federal preemption and the need for cooperation around real threats to safety.  But 
by isolating instances that would require assistance from Middlebury Police, the policy explains 
that, in general, such instances are the exception and will not dominate department duties or 
dealings with members of the community.  To be sure, Middlebury Police Chief Thomas Hanley 
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implemented the earliest iterations of this policy at least a decade before other departments in the 
state, and has stood in consistent support of undocumented farmworkers, the unbiased protection 
of all, and a more just immigration system.   
 Other Vermont departments have adopted polices much more recently, emerging out of 
mounting intrusion by DHS in local and state affairs, and the consequent media frenzy.  In 
Burlington, the policy is accompanied by a city resolution titled, “Opposing Arizona State Law 
SB 1070 and Affirming Burlington as a City of Immigrants” —a testament to their inspiration.  
In October of 2010, Vermont’s Attorney General William Sorrell released a recommendation for 
all police departments in the state to adopt a bias-free policing policy, and offered a model policy 
that dedicates significant attention to “Immigration Status Inquiries: Concerns About Persons 
Not Suspected of Unlawful Activity.”67  Each with its strengths and weaknesses, these local and 
state adoptions or recommendations are gestures in support of fair immigration policies.  Still, 
the lack of clear legislation for the majority of Vermont’s police departments means much is left 
to do to ensure the equal and fair protection of every community member. 
Action Pack Examples and Evaluation 
• Optional Federal Programs: Pushing Federal Agency onto State and Local Police – 
Appendix A, p.10:  This section outlines some of the federal programs currently 
encouraging the advance of DHS into local communities.  This strategy reflects the 
citizen-centered advocacy approach well-identified by VeneKlasen and Miller (2007) and 
described in greater detail in the following section.  By first defining each program, then 
explaining the danger it implies, this page simplifies an analysis of complicated 
legislation, making it accessible to those who are unfamiliar with or uninterested in legal 
jargon.  As well, this page prepares the Pack’s users with concise understandings of 
relevant points of contention and concern among local law enforcement authorities.  With 
careful attention to optional federal programs that currently influencing police practices 
and local concerns around community safety, this page helps to map the larger policy 
setting within which, the local opportunity to act exists.  As such, these brief descriptions 
help link federal legislation to real conditions in Vermont.   
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The controversy surrounding these programs, coupled with the constantly 
changing nature of local and state-level involvement in (or refusal of) their operation, 
should not be ignored here.  In particular, Secure Communities is one program that was 
unclear about its optional or mandatory nature.  Since the release of the pack in January 
of 2011, Secure Communities has unfortunately become obligatory, meaning that in a 
short time, every police department across the US will have to submit all fingerprint data 
they collect on suspects—prosecuted or innocent of a charge—to the DHS authorities, 
allowing for more detailed tracking of anyone in the US without authorization.  This 
could facilitate anti-immigrant officers to fingerprint anyone they suspect of being 
undocumented (on the basis of profiling), in order to bring such individuals to the 
attention of DHS for detention and removal from the United States.  With intricacies like 
these, future editions of the Action Pack should consider including links to online 
databases or reports that track local departments’ participation in these federal programs, 
and summarize the level of local police involvement with federal immigration agencies in 
Vermont— either by way of contractual obligations, or unwritten codes of understanding.  
As mentioned earlier, the strong influence of Border Patrol in many of Vermont’s 
communities is based solely on federal legislation of their authority, but also on their 
close socioeconomic and cultural ties as personal members of these communities.  With 
this, the Action Pack should dedicate more attention to this significant dynamic in this 
northeast border state.       
• Policy Resources & Examples, Appendix A, p. 13-17:  The policy examples in the Action 
Pack offer local models of BFP policy that currently exist in the state (at the time of the 
Action Pack’s release).  For those who are less keen on reading and analyzing policy, 
these models serve as materials they can bring when meeting with decision-makers.  
Offering these tangible models of legislation can facilitate quicker drafting of such 
policies by departments ready to commit to BFP, fortify discussions with decision-
makers in need of more information before proceeding, and provide evidence to resistant 
or oppositional departments that BFP policies and practices are, indeed pertinent in 
Vermont.  For those advocates interested in assessing the language of active BFP policies 
and of the Attorney General’s recommended model, the Action Pack offers easy access to 
each (as of January, 2011).  To ensure these documents are immediately available for 
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those looking to analyze, suggest, and or adopt BFP policies, we uploaded them in full 
text to the public, organizational website of the Vermont Migrant Farmworker Solidarity 
Project68, co-creator of the Pack.  This way, these resources are not just available to 
Action Pack users, but also to current supporters of the Solidarity Project and those 
interested the efforts and values of the Solidarity Project.   
However, for those who do not have access to internet, these links are useless.  
While the Pack does include the full text of Attorney General Sorrell’s recommended 
BFP policy, it sacrifices equivalent representation of Middlebury, Burlington and 
Vermont State Police policies for the sake of a more concise, less-overwhelming guide to 
manageable action.  Further, in the text of the Attorney General’s policy model— though 
we do include important suggested revisions from collaborators at the Vermont 
Immigration and Asylum Advocates (VIAA)69 as a means of demonstrating a critique of 
policy language and offering necessary alternatives— we do not provide such a thorough 
critique (or praise) of the other BFP models listed.  Perhaps most significantly, we failed 
to develop and provide for Action-Pack readers, a succinct draft of our own ideal for an 
effective BFP policy.  Though the direct co-creators have little experience drafting 
policy, collaborators of the Pack and allies in our network are much savvier.  
Unfortunately, in order to release this tool in conjunction with the potentially fleeting 
spotlight of Attorney General’s public recommendation, we lacked sufficient time to 
coordinate with those in our network who have more extensive experience creating direct 
and feasible legislation.  Without our political goals consolidated in the form of an 
explicit policy recommendation, we leave users of the Action Pack less prepared when 
discussing policy reform with decision-makers, who are more likely to respond to 
advocates offering not just constructive criticism, but also precise alternatives.  Also, by 
including only the full text of Attorney General Sorrell’s policy model, the Pack may 
unintentionally suggest his effort is preferable to, and more significant than the others—
specifically, the Middlebury BFP policy was groundbreaking in its early 
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implementation.70  In coming iterations of the Action Pack, organizers should be sure to 
include a complete policy ideal for universal recommendation.  Doing so would also 
prepare Pack users to engage in future discussions and advocacy efforts around a state-
level BFP policy, legislated by Vermont’s congress.  
Finally, in regards to defining the legal environment and highlighting vantage 
points for local political action, we did not mention the opportune DOJ executive 
guidelines to ban the use of racial profiling by federal agents.  Though weak in explicit 
directives and accountability measures, these admirable guidelines from the G.W. Bush 
administration in 2003 have notable implications for current state-based BFP campaigns.  
Most effectively, knowledge of this anti-profiling executive policy is useful in finding 
common ground with oppositional groups.  For these often conservative groups, evidence 
of an executive ban on racial profiling issued by the Republican administration of G.W. 
Bush can legitimize the (largely liberal) case for bias-free-policing in Vermont.71  As 
such, this 2003 policy is important in more fully comprehending the current legal context, 
and in informing a tactical approach to advocating among opposition.    
Advocacy Approach 
Alone, repealing, changing or introducing new policy will not ensure genuine, systemic 
social change.  But because laws can reflect the values of the constituency they govern, and 
maintain accountability to these same values, their reform has implications in both principle and 
practice.   In their Action Guide for Advocacy and Citizen Participation, VeneKlasen and Miller 
note, “Advocacy initiatives concerned with empowerment, citizenship, and participation appear 
different from those that only focus on policy reform.”72  They go further to define policy 
advocacy initiatives as, “…focus[ing] exclusively on the policy agenda and a specific policy 
goal.  These advocates usually assume that policy change will produce real change on the 
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ground.”  As one alternative to many such approaches to advocacy, VeneKlasen and Miller 
introduce citizen-centered advocacy:  
Citizen-centered advocacy is an organized political process that involves the coordinated efforts 
of people to change policies, practices, ideas, and values that perpetuate inequality, 
prejudice, and exclusion.  It strengthens citizens’ capacity as decision-makers and builds 
more accountable and equitable institutions of power.73 
VeneKlasen and Miller provide a list of four consistent features of a citizen-centered 
approach for a clearer comprehension: engaging marginalized people in all stages of the process; 
using policy goals that link community organizing and education to specific changes in 
socioeconomic decision-making; ensuring sustainable change by continuously recognizing and 
challenging power relationships; and building alliances among diverse sectors and groups.74   
Like the authors, our approach in the campaign for BFP, as manifested in the Action Pack 
is one of citizen-centered advocacy (though because of the questionable immigration status of 
many in our cause, community member might better replace “citizen”).  As advocates for BFP, 
we do not assume that statewide adoption of such policies will mean the successful defeat of 
discrimination in Vermont— but policy changes are indeed, still a critical part of a more 
involved process.  The focus on a policy goal provides opportunities for community education 
around the complex socioeconomic and political situation of immigration.  With a policy goal 
that speaks to protecting individuals from unfounded discrimination, we bring many allies 
seeking to end marginalization for diverse communities and from diverse angles.  By creating a 
tool that combines the efforts of community education and mobilizing with the proliferation of 
carefully tailored message for reform, we appeal to Vermonters’ capacity—both known and yet-
to-be realized— to locally influence institutions of power.  With a citizen-centered approach to 
advocacy, the campaign and Action Pack necessarily rely on advocacy planning and action that 
promotes more inclusive decision-making and citizenship.75   
Action Pack Examples and Evaluation 
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• Step-By-Step Guide – Appendix A, p. 2-6: As a whole, this portion of the pack embodies 
the campaign strategy— to first bring predisposed supporters to the campaign and affirm 
their capacity to participate in the decision-making process; then prepare them with the 
information and resources necessary to effectively mobilize and advocate in their 
communities and with decision-makers; to also gather, exchange and document pertinent 
information and progress from local communities throughout the state; and finally ensure 
not just policy change, but real and sustainable social change on the ground.  This reflects 
a community-member/citizen advocacy approach by bringing potentially disengaged 
groups into the process of advocacy.  While the campaign for bias-free policing largely 
focuses its objectives around timely adoption of BFP policies, it also invokes people to 
organize themselves in ways that are relevant in their own communities adds to policy 
advocacy, another dimension of transformative social progress.  Because police policy is 
decided upon differently in various towns, municipalities and at the state level, this 
activation of locally-led efforts is critical.  The Step-by-Step Guide advises users to 
gather knowledge around local experiences of police profiling, and around the power 
structure of decision-making in regards to local police policy.  While a state-level policy 
that mandates BFP policies to all departments is ideal, the absence of such legislation at 
this point leaves a framework for empowering local-level participation.   
In regards to empowerment, VeneKlasen and Miller describe it as, “A vital 
component of all advocacy… geared to [strengthen] people’s confidence and 
understanding of power.  People’s awareness of themselves as protagonists with rights 
and responsibilities to participate in and transform political processes is the core of active 
citizenship.”76  I approached the development of this Action Pack sharing this 
motivation— to not just see a policy enacted, but to also enhance community efficacy by 
extending the democratic process to those who may feel otherwise disengaged from 
principal decision-making that affects their lives.   
However, as with any collaboration, my own agenda was one among the agendas 
of a few others, most centrally involved in the Pack’s production.  For some, the purpose 
of this guide was to provide those already involved in issues around immigration in 
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Vermont, with a platform for uniting efforts to pressure a single point of policy.  While 
this is elemental, providing directives to a preexisting network, alone, can mean the 
continued exclusion of those who are new to these issues, and/or those who are unaware 
of their capacity to organize for reform.  As well, timed with a public response from 
Vermont’s Attorney General to this dysfunctional sociopolitical climate, the Pack helps 
to inform people of a contemporary issue of influence in their state, in other states across 
the US, and in federal policy debates.  Many actors already involved in equality and 
immigrant rights organizing are familiar with, and even well-versed in these local, 
regional and national current events.  To leave out basic organizing techniques and 
preliminary information for the sake of respecting the experience and knowledge of 
these-such actors, inevitably sacrifices the component of empowerment, so critical to 
transformative advocacy.  With a compromise of these agendas in mind, the Step-by-Step 
Guide attempts to introduce methods of organizing that are accessible to newcomers to 
activism, while also being careful to remain constructive to more experienced members 
of an extant and diversely knowledgeable network. 
Frames and Target Audiences 
The effects of a highly securitized immigration system influence many elements of 
American society, each one creating opportunities for advocacy.  Through various channels, 
constituents, politicians, and organizations lobby for policies that will protect certain interests—
be they economic, humanitarian or otherwise.  In order to garner support for these divergent 
goals, political actors highlight specific features, or create frames around different elements of 
the issue.  According to the Frameworks Institute, “…framing refers to the subtle selection of 
certain aspects of an issue in order to cue a specific response; as researchers have shown, the way 
an issue is framed explains who is responsible, and suggests potential solutions conveyed by 
images, stereotypes, messengers, and metaphors”77.  In the context of immigration policy, the 
related issues occurring inside, on and beyond our national borders inspire conceptual frames78 
both pro-immigrant (“welcoming”) and anti-immigrant (“restrictive”).  Those advocating for 
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bias-free policing rely on frames which elicit sympathy for immigrants, a duty to uphold civil 
rights, dedication to protecting local and state resources, and accordance with federal law.   
Most strategic of these frames are protection of local and state resources and accordance 
with federal law, in the way that they target frames used by the opposing restrictive campaign.  
In a report which studied the framing of immigration on network television news from May 2005 
to June 2007, findings state, “…among the most significant frame that exists for stricter 
immigration policy… is that illegal immigration is a threat to national security.”79  Further, the 
study found: 
The most frequently reported frame was a law enforcement frame (19%), in which proponents of 
more restrictive immigration policy cast illegal immigrants as “criminals who need to be 
sent home” or who noted that “these people are law breakers, and don’t deserve to be 
here.” Combined with the 3% of arguments I coded as “crime” frames—in which specific 
criminal activity was invoked— law-related frames constituted more than one in five of 
every frame in the immigration debate.80 
  In a contemporary and infamous example of restrictive policy, Arizona Senate Bill 1070 
(SB 1070) titled “Support Our Law Enforcement and Safe Neighborhoods Act”, aims to go even 
further than US federal immigration policy and ICE programs in its legislation and practice 
(2010, Jan.).    Advocates gain support for bills like this one by relying on the crime frames 
mentioned above, invoking a sense of unlawful danger.  The frame implies that with 
undocumented immigrants living in our communities, we are unsafe.  In the case of SB 1070, 
including “Support Our Law Enforcement” as part of the policy frame draws on peoples’ sense 
of allegiance to local law enforcement and respect of their duties.  This bill brought lawsuits 
from the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) for inviting racial profiling and violation of 
First Amendment rights81, and the Obama administration (US Department of Justice) for 
violation of the Federal Supremacy Clause.  Still, frighteningly, many states have followed 
Arizona’s extreme, anti-immigrant approach, relying on these and other frames.   
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Through a strategic frame analysis, however, familiarity with this contention is very 
useful.  Though disturbing, anti-immigrant messaging, “… helps you understand how your issues 
are being framed by your opponents and in the media, and roots your responses in a body of 
research that applies the cognitive, behavioral and social sciences to the art of public 
discourse.”82  As with Shultz’s “unexpected opportunities” for advocacy, the same frames used 
to deliver bills like 1070 also highlight access points for advocates looking for ways to create 
more welcoming environment for immigrants.   
Though frames like sympathy for immigrants and duty to civil rights are important 
messages, they are most meaningful to those who have a parallel worldview, or a predisposition 
to agree.  Knowing which frames are most influential for your opposition is key to understanding 
their priorities, and tactical in determining how to deliver message they’ll find compelling.  In 
regards to pro-immigrant frames, the same study of network television news cited above found 
that, “... the most common frames arguing for a policy more welcoming to immigrants… argued 
stricter immigration laws would harm the US economy by reducing its workforce [and/or]… 
focused on the behavior and motivations of immigrants themselves and the tradition of the 
United States as a ‘nation of immigrants.’”83  The economic frame mentioned here is significant 
in the context of Vermont’s struggling dairy industry.  The reverence for farmers in the state 
dates back as far as its history.  Those leaving Mexico for opportunities in the US and Vermont 
dairy farmers searching for a way to stay afloat are dependent on one another at a mutual loss for 
alternatives.   
This dynamic is important in identifying stakeholders— or those likely to be impacted by 
the outcomes of the campaign for bias-free policing.  The same 2005-2007 study found that 
while, “…restrictive frames came largely from government officials and politicians, [w]elcoming 
frames were articulated in the news largely by immigrants themselves and demonstrators at 
rallies.”84   
Though much may have changed in the political climate and among political actors in the 
four years since the study’s completion, this finding suggests an important consideration in 
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strategic framing: the target audience—or who the campaign hopes to influence.  BFP advocates 
craft frames that respond to anti-immigrant messaging, as a way to target the oppositional 
audience concerned for these claims.  For a different function, advocates in the campaign for 
bias-free policing also target community members, groups, leaders and organizations concerned 
for human rights and equity.  Beyond bringing more people to the cause, this audience can bring 
important resources, like prior experience, connections to decision-makers, funding and media.  
As such, BFP advocates target a range of audiences with distinct implications for the campaign.   
In regards to the second most popular frame used by immigrant-welcoming advocates, 
referencing the respect and appreciation of immigrants and a history diversity in the US appeals 
to many in Vermont.  These frames help signal to other rights-based advocates85 that the issue of 
immigration in the US warrants their attention and mobilization of efforts.  This type of 
messaging does not often sway those arguing for restrictive, anti-immigrant policies out of 
security-related fears.   By framing the policy approach with legal substantiation and protection 
of communities, the immigrant-friendly campaign using the discourse of their opponents 
responds to accusations of criminality and threats to community safety.    
In constructing persuasive messages to illicit support for immigrant-friendly legislation, 
surface framing—or the associations invoked by word choice—is critical.   Words powerfully 
influence the way we receive information about the world and construct perceptions of it.  For all 
those promoting more just immigration policies, framing language should disprove erroneous 
labels imposed by opposition, and reinforce more realistic, dignified associations.  For this 
reason, words like “undocumented” or “unauthorized” are used in place of “illegal” or “illegals” 
to describe a person’s immigration status, and “immigrants” or “migrant workers” are used 
instead of “alien” in reference to the person herself/himself. 
Action Pack Examples and Evaluation 
• Bias-Free Policing and Your Community: Strategy – Appendix A, p. 3:  In this portion of 
the Pack’s “Step-by-Step Guide,” we outline elements of gathering local knowledge and 
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becoming acquainted with assorted target audiences in their communities.  According to 
VeneKlasen and Miller, some of the basic principles of message development in an 
advocacy campaign include, among others, using real live stories and quotes to humanize 
the problem of focus, allowing audiences (and Pack users, in this case) to develop their 
own understanding of the issue rather than dictating lengthy explanations, encouraging 
diverse audiences to take action to support the cause, and presenting a simple and 
plausible solution.  The strategy we offer in the appended guide to action demonstrates 
these principles as useful in the context of bias-free policing in Vermont.  Here, the Pack 
provides readers with questions that lead them to do research and engage with others in 
their communities as they search for answers.  As they collect this information about the 
structures of decision-making in policing-policy and qualitative personal accounts of 
profiling—they help to develop more locally-meaningful advocacy messages, augment 
the process of active citizen-involvement, demonstrate support for the issue of concern, 
and help to deliver BFP policy as a possible solution.   
• Talking Points – Appendix A, p. 7-8:  The talking points in the Action Pack distinctly 
outline and explain the campaign frames, as constructed to both rally assorted allies and 
respond to local law enforcement concerns around federal immigration.  These points 
consolidate legal evidence, social justice concerns and policy recommendations, into 
easily communicable advocacy messages.  The points begin most generally by 
responding to two questions, often coming from both opposition and potential supporters 
alike: Why are we concerned about Bias-Free Policing policies in Vermont?; and Why 
should Bias-Free Policing policies include “immigration status”?.  In response to these 
questions, or general concerns, the talking points prepare the Pack’s users to engage in 
conversations that inform, as well as those that dispel oppositional frames and myths.  
The points are further categorized into broad, positive frames that speak to general 
community values.  Each broad frame is then supported with legal, statistical and/or 
qualitative evidence that relates with concise messages around BFP campaign views.  As 
they become familiar with the talking points, readers become well-versed in the issue of 
BFP itself, as framed by the Action Pack creators, and therefore ready to participate in 
the advocacy process.  As such, the Action Pack talking points fulfill ideals of citizen-
centered advocacy, to both “educate and activate” it’s readers.   
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• Words Matter: Do’s and Dont’s when Speaking about the Issues, Appendix A, p. 11: 
This is a very important part of the Action Pack.  Because words can carry heavy 
associations, both positive and negative, we should think carefully about the language we 
use when discussing the matter—whether it be with police chiefs, politicians, community 
members, and even friends and family.  The need for careful use of respectful language is 
as critical as promoting more adequate legislation.  The words and terms identified in 
“Words Matter” should replace negative language— like “illegal” and “alien”— which 
criminalizes and dehumanizes millions, and wrongfully addresses a socioeconomic issue. 
Still, this section only attends to harmful language found in the immigration 
debate.  Unfortunately, again, we were unable to gather suggestions for additional words 
that matter when speaking about other communities enduring the popular use of 
destructive language.  Without much knowledge or experience around important nuances 
of unacceptable versus appropriate for a number of profiled communities, we refrained 
from developing a “Words Matter” that was all-inclusive.  In future efforts, this section 
should be more comprehensive, while still being careful not to overwhelm the Action 
Pack users.    
Outreach and Mobilization 
 Outreach and mobilization are critical elements of both citizen-centered advocacy and 
advocacy that focuses on policy change alone.  But while some policy-centered efforts rely on 
outreach and mobilization to, “…prove numbers of supporters with less concern about what 
those numbers think or gain by collaborating,”— citizen-centered (or community member-
centered) outreach and mobilization efforts, on the other hand, “…focus on empowerment and 
citizenship,” or educating and activating.86  Preference for the latter approach, however, can 
require much more time and many more resources.  The following list from VeneKlasen and 
Miller’s Action Guide summarize extensive outcomes in effective, citizen-centered outreach and 
mobilization strategies: 
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• Transform people’s concerns into the 
organized expression of rights and 
specific proposals for change; 
• Recruit sympathetic and affected people 
to be involved; 
• Enable people to practice citizenship and 
public leadership 
• Expand public and political support for 
specific advocacy efforts; 
• Demonstrate citizen support for your 
issues; 
• Increase legitimacy and leverage to reach 
and be persuasive at the negotiating table; 
• Generate broad ownership of the campaign; 
• Create new forms of practicing end 
expressing citizenship [or community-
member involvement in decision-making] 
• Strengthen the bond between the grassroots 
base of a campaign, organizational 
leadership, and lobbyists.87 
The Action Pack for Bias-Free Policing in Vermont is our attempt, as community-
centered organizers, to cultivate the outcomes listed above.  In its user-friendly design and 
comprehensive-but-accessible contents, this first edition of the Pack shows diligence and 
dedication to these goals, which are not just practical to policy reform, but also indispensible to 
the participatory process of genuine democracy.   
We carefully designed the Action Pack to include strategies and actions that lead 
Vermonters to conduct their own outreach and to mobilize themselves.  This strategy is useful in 
generating a more inclusive democratic process.  But as organizers, this strategy also allows us to 
reach audiences we would otherwise not reach, in the context of limited funding, geographic 
distance, our lack of local knowledge and networks, tight schedules, and other logistical 
challenges.  In this way, we designed the tool as one to inspire many community members, but to 
also effectively prepare them to As well, the Action Pack helps to consolidate and focus a 
deliverable message for local-level immigration reform, otherwise indecipherable in a mired 
international dilemma, and previously unacknowledged and/or misunderstood as relevant in the 
state of Vermont.   
However, while the Action Pack is itself, a well-designed tool for outreach and 
mobilization of Vermonters concerned for the unbiased protection by police, it is only one of 
many components necessary to garner and organize support.  Most basically, the materials we 
provide in the pages of the Action Pack are only productive for those who come across the 
product.  Therefore, as organizers and creators of this campaign tool, it should be our role to 
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make sure the Pack reaches a widespread audience.  Specifically, outreach around this product 
should aim to achieve the following: (1) Vermonters recognize a vested concern for the issues 
around BFP; (2) they know the Action Pack exists; (3) they understand the Pack’s purpose and 
objectives; (4) they want to become involved.  Unfortunately, our accomplishments in this regard 
were modest, to say the least.  Next is a description of various outreach actions—or mobilizing 
moments88 — that made up our efforts to engage individuals and groups outside of our own pre-
existing networks.Our first opportunity to present the Action Pack (then-titled, “Community 
Toolkit for Anti-Bias Policing”) came at a Cross-Training Conference for Victim Advocates and 
Refugee/Immigrant Service Providers, on October 12th, 2010 at Saint Michael’s College in 
Colchester, Vermont.89  With the BFP campaign and a rough draft of the toolkit as the focus of 
our presentation, we used this opportunity to both, discuss the issue in Vermont, and gather 
feedback from a diverse number of attendants.  We explain these intentions in the following 
description, as included in a brochure for this conference:  
 
Among our audience that day were several well-known civil-rights leaders from 
communities of color in Vermont, as well as advocates from local migrant-farmworker-rights 
groups. The suggestions and feedback we received from these participants helped us understand 
the strengths and weaknesses of our campaign product, while also sharing their own knowledge 
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 “Mobilizing moments” is a term that describes, “…different kinds of actions that use different political 
moments to mobilize constituents and capture the attention of decision-makers” (VeneKlasen & Miller, 
2007, p.262). 
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 Sponsored by the New Neighbors Victim Outreach Project: A project of the Vermont Center for Crime 
Victim Services. 
Community Organizing for Bias-Free Policing:  Been wondering how you can get more 
directly involved in working for immigrant and refugee rights and against racism in your 
community? In this workshop, presenters from a state-wide network of immigrant rights 
organizations will present and share a newly drafted "Community Toolkit for Anti-Bias Policing 
in Vermont." This step-by-step guide helps Vermont's community members come together to 
encourage police departments to pass local ordinances that clearly prohibit officers from all 
forms of racial profiling, including any profiling of immigrant and refugee communities.  
Participants will be engaged to discuss why and how we can work to change immigrant and 
refugee profiling.  As VT Attorney General Bill Sorrell prepares to release his recommendation 
for Bias-Free Policing policies across the state, we invite you to join a rapidly expanding 
network of Vermonters dedicated to seeing such ordinances enacted and upheld in their 
communities. 
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and experiences around local police profiling, and finally, commending our effort to engage local 
communities in this call for reform.   
In the weeks following the conference, I began a three-month contract with the American 
Friends Service Committee (AFSC), to complete, produce and distribute the toolkit with 
sponsorship from the organization’s New England Regional Office (AFSC-NERO) and in 
collaboration with the VT Migrant Farmworker Solidarity Project.  In reporting progress to the 
AFSC-NERO, I tracked the various social, educational and political events at which I personally 
facilitated outreach around the Action Pack and the goals of the campaign.  For more detail, 
Appendix F (p. 90 below) is a list these mobilizing moments, compiled from a database of 
broader activities I reported during the term of my contract. 
 
 
Evaluation of Outreach & Mobilization 
This list represents only outreach actions and events of which I was a part, and only those 
occurring during three months of my employment with the AFSC-NERO.  Still, a more effective 
outreach campaign around the release of the Action Pack (January 2011) should include some of 
the following: actions that reach more diverse audiences having a stake in BFP, like communities 
of color, refugees and immigrants, GLBT communities, and other often-marginalized 
populations; web-based outreach activities, like webinars, which can reach audiences otherwise 
constrained by distance, and also offer models of local organizing that any interested person 
(with access to the internet) can find; protests, rallies and other public demonstrations, which 
draw community members with a propensity for engaging in social change efforts; and meetings 
with organized networks we do not belong to, but which offer access to opportunities for support 
from reputable organizations with helpful resources, and often times, well-mapped frameworks 
for communicating with and mobilizing their existing members.90 
To be fair, the outreach and mobilization around the Action Pack should be understood in 
the context of a larger campaign in Vermont that involves civil-rights activists, immigrant-rights 
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organizers, media journalists, law-enforcement agents, politicians, farm owners, agricultural 
workers, educators, service providers, and the many others whose actions contribute to the 
movement to end this systemic disparity.  However, with all of this support, we still lack an 
easily-identifiable entity which convenes and manages all relevant campaign activities and 
resources in Vermont.  This central organizing unit can be maintained by an individual, a 
community group, or a taskforce formed for this purpose— and utilize web-based mediums to 
collect, sort, communicate and store information.  A tangible structure could also make the 
campaign more recognizable to the community and public officials, by establishing a mutually-
inclusive vision for change.  To be clear, the entity could present its functional purpose to both 
convene and facilitate—and not lobby for its own agenda.  Currently, however, the overlapping 
efforts in Vermont remain rather disjointed, due largely to a need for the funding that would 
support this time-consuming task of organizing.   
This evolving campaign around BFP, and more generally, local-level immigration 
reform— is an ongoing process in the state that draws from different collaborations at different 
moments; but without clear structure these multifarious stakeholders lack many advantages.  For 
those actors already connected with the state’s loose network of support, a central organizing 
unit can assist it convening resources, sharing information, tracking progress and coordinating 
actions.  To individuals and groups looking for information around immigration-related issues in 
Vermont, a central organizing unit can help to explore resources on the topic, find an easily-
relatable vision for the state, navigate the dynamics of local support and opposition, and learn 
about diverse means and opportunities to support the cause for reform.  Even though these 
benefits are all possible without the facilitation of a managing body, advocacy that prioritizes 
community-based action and self-driven education requires more accessible modes of 
engagement. 
Conclusion  
Overall, the Action Pack for Bias-Free Policing is a prominent and well-designed tool in 
a local movement to support the rights and equitable treatment of all, regardless of their 
immigration status.  It relies on powerful advocacy techniques to both educate and activate 
community members around current federal policies, the related impacts and concerns in 
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Vermont, local decision-making processes, effective communication with diverse audiences, and 
finally, mobilizing and organizing with others in their communities and around the state.  The 
Pack is clear about its fundamental value for equality, precise in its presentation of a particular 
threat to that value, and decisive in its suggestion for a local-level remedy.  Its format as a brief, 
user-friendly guide to community action, as opposed to a more extensive toolkit or a lobby to 
legislators—facilitates the joint function of gaining a broader contingent of constituent support, 
and also petitioning people to join a democratic process from which they might otherwise feel 
disengaged.  As the first of its kind in the rural, dairy-farm-reliant, relatively homogenous, 
northeast border-state, this campaign product provides a commendable framework for citizen-
centered advocacy around BFP in Vermont. 
An evaluation of the advocacy strategy and supplemental action guide can advise similar 
efforts in the future.  Organizers should focus considerable attention on hearing from and 
building alliances with other marginalized communities.  This will not only better-inform the 
context of the campaign and show respect to many long-standing allies, but also engage critical 
members of the community in decision-making processes that dictate their lives.  As well, in 
addition to highlighting strengths and weaknesses of extant legislation, future efforts should also 
be careful to propose a specific policy recommendation on which diverse community leaders 
have agreed.  Finally, an easily-accessible central organizing unit could result in more effective 
distribution of the Action Pack and other outreach materials, and a more unified statewide 
campaign.  These practical lessons support theories around citizen-centered policy advocacy and 
inform the evolving process of meaningful social change. 
 
 
Lessons Learned 
Over the course of this practicum, I developed knowledge and skills that crystallize my 
capacity as an active social change-maker.  In reflecting upon and evaluating my role during this 
experiential study, I recognize shortcomings in my efforts to achieve an end political goal, but a 
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proficiency in the process of building myself as a well-informed member of the community, 
capable of holding decision-makers accountable, and sharing in the responsibility to reform 
systems when they are damaging to society and/or the environment.   While I’ve often felt like 
much of my involvement has been circumstance, in reflection, I see that I was very proactive in 
identifying points of entry into a discreet network, building trust and alliances with truly diverse 
stakeholders, and recognizing advantageous opportunities to forward my own agenda as a social 
advocate.  As a practitioner of policy advocacy with a community-member, or citizen-centered 
approach to reform, I both utilize and bolster democratic systems and operation in my 
community.  Of the countless lessons I learned through experiential and secondary research of 
local culture and politics, practicing theories and methods of policy advocacy, and combined 
with the process of identifying and then organizing around a focused policy goal— several 
lessons in particular stand out as universally useful to both personal growth and professional 
success.  The following list highlights these points, and embodies “best practices” that can be 
adopted by readers of this study engaged in varied efforts around social change. 
 
 
Target Your Own Community 
 Unfortunately, there is no shortage of injustice world.  As social-change makers, we can 
feel torn by the desire to change all of it, or tempted to align with actions that aim for large, or 
widespread outcomes.  But the power of locally-led efforts cannot be ignored.  In the various 
communities to which we belong—socially, geographically, culturally, and so on—we have a 
more intimate understanding of priorities, problems and feasible solutions.  Additionally, our ties 
to these communities warrant our recommendations for their reform, and legitimize our actions 
to decision-makers.  Lastly, targeting our own communities for social change helps to foster the 
community efficacy we rely on for sustainable transformation.  
Know the Opposition 
 Opposition in social change efforts is a given.  It can be an individual, a law, an 
organization, a corporation, a system, in your community or on the other side of the globe, or all 
of the above combined.  In any case, our knowledge about their history, agendas, priorities, 
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concerns, habits, communication styles and more—prepares us to devise more convincing 
campaigns, negotiate compromises when possible, respond to various offensive tactics, and 
eventually dismantle their platforms.    
Remember the Value of Process 
 The process of social change can be slow.  Often times, expectations of quick and/or 
easily-measurable evidence of our work can lead to disappointment and burn-out.  
Understandably, our horror over an overwhelming social or environmental injustice can generate 
a sense of urgency for resolve.  As well, strong passion for our objectives can cause us to speed 
towards their fulfillment.  But such haste can blind us to important opportunities, alternatives and 
even our own missteps.  With patience and appreciation for the process, we are more likely to 
remain committed to our work over time, and more aptly evolve our goals.   
Trust in Your Own Abilities 
In valuing the process of social change, we must also be diligent in recognizing the value 
of our own role in this process.  Promoting our goals can mean engaging with a variety of actors 
in diverse settings—from wealthy contributors and elected officials, to those who are poor and 
disenfranchised.  It can mean civil disobedience, or the drafting of legislature; founding an 
organization or joining a local conversation.  Social change depends on the countless actions, a 
infinite number of angles, and the unique capabilities of those who chose to do something.  
While it may be easy to question our abilities— especially in a process that attempts to undo 
deep-rooted systemic damage—it is important to recognize the worth of any effort.  As told by 
Robert F. Kennedy, and an inspiration throughout this study, “It is from numberless diverse acts 
of courage and belief that human history is shaped.   
In conclusion, the campaign for bias-free policing in Vermont is one local attempt to 
respond to highly skewed priorities of authorities over immigration.   Across the country, many 
more-manageable, locally-based movements are developing to affect a complex, bi-national 
dilemma.  These politically difficult movements are the products of committed advocates who 
have combined their knowledge, skills and abilities to respond to symptoms, and to circumvent 
and overcome challenges.  For some, even federal supremacy as defined in the US Constitution 
cannot dissuade their search for feasible alternatives for state- and local-level decision-makers. 
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Though reform of the federal immigration system in the US seem daunting and implausible, 
advocates look inward to find bold solutions in their own communities, and remain vested in 
more a more dignified vision for the future.   
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Vermont Attorney General’s Office 
Bias-Free Policing Community Meeting:  July 22, 2010 
 
Draft Model Policy 
 
I. All enforcement actions, such as investigative detentions, traffic stops, arrests, searches 
and seizures, etc., will be based on reasonable suspicion or probable cause as required by 
statutes, Ch. I, Art. 11 of the Vermont Constitution and the IV Amendment of the United 
States Constitution. 
a. Law enforcement officers must be able to articulate specific facts, circumstances, and 
conclusions which support probable cause or reasonable suspicion for all enforcement 
actions.  
b. Law enforcement officers may take into account the reported race or ethnicity of 
suspects based on credible, reliable, locally-relevant information that links persons of 
specific description criteria to particular criminal incidents. 
 
II. Except as provided in I.b. above: 
 a.   Law enforcement officers will not consider race or ethnicity in establishing either  
       reasonable suspicion or probable cause. 
b.   Persons will not be singled out or otherwise treated differently because of their race                                   
      or ethnicity.  
 
 
Additional Procedural Recommendations 
 
The policy should: 
– Clearly state that violation of the bias-free policing policy must be the basis for 
imposing discipline. 
– Establish a complaint procedure and describe that process. 
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Vermont Attorney General’s Office 
Bias-Free Policing Community Meeting:  July 22, 2010 
 
INVITEES 
 
Name     Agency 
 
Robert Appel    VT HRC 
Dan Balon     BSD Director of Diversity and Equity 
Yacouba Bogre    Association for Africans Living in Vermont (AALV) 
Patrick Brown    Greater Burlington Multicultural Center 
Hal Colston    Neighborkeepers 
Anera Foco    Northern Lights 
Wanda Hines    Uncommon Alliance 
Shirley Jefferson   Vermont Law School/SPAC 
Michelle Jenness   VT Immigration and Asylum Advocates 
Sheriff Roger Marcoux  VT Sheriffs Association 
Chief Steve McQueen   VT Chiefs Association 
Shadir Mohamed   Somali Bantu Community Association 
Jim Mongeon    VT State’s Attorneys and Sheriff’s Department 
Brendan O’Neill   VT Farmworker Solidarity Project 
Sara Osaba    Multicultural Association for Democracy (MAD) 
Representative Kesha Ram  Chittenden County  
Curtis Reed    VT Partnership for Fairness and Diversity 
Judy Scott    VT Refugee Resettlement Program 
Smith Sherwood   Center for Cultural Pluralism at UVM 
Senator Diane Snelling  VT Advisory Commission on Civil Rights 
Commissioner Tom Tremblay Department Public Safety   
Barbara Whitchurch   New Neighbors Victim Outreach Project (VCCVS) 
 
 
Appendix D 
 90 
 
 
Appendix E 100-mile Distance from Canadian Border: 
Map of US Border Patrol jurisdiction in Vermont 
 91 
 
List of List of Mobilizing Moments: Activities of outreach and mobilization 
Nov. 2010 – Jan. 2011 
As submitted to Joseph Gerson, Dir. of Programs, AFSC-NERO 
 
*List does not include “mobilizing moments” continuing after Feb. 1, 2011 
11/19/2010 
EVENT -- Press Conference and Interview: Attorney General Sorrell releases BFP 
policy model and recommendation.  I’m interviewed by local news network, Fox44 
(later shown on the evening news) 
12/14/2010 
MATERIAL -- Creating "Bias-Free Policing in Vermont" Googlegroup w/ help from 
Alan Taplow (AFSC-VT and Central VT Farmworkers Coalition) to organize users 
of the Action Pack and track progress: BFPVermont@googlegroups.com 
1/4/2011 
EMAIL – Outreach email to organizational leaders to announce and offer the 
Action Pack, for distribution (hopeful) to their networks and members. 
(APPENDIX F) 
1/4 /2011 MATERIAL – First edition of Action Pack for Bias-Free Policing across VT 
released in electronic form 
1/5/2011 
EVENT -- Vermont Workers Center: People's Movement Rally and Assembly.  
Disbursed 10 copies of the Action Pack  and represented the Campaign for Bias-
Free Policing 
1/20/2011 EVENT -- Legislative Breakfast and Advocacy Day, VT State House.  Spoke with legislators and other advocates in attendance, in promotion of BFP campaign 
1/21/2011 
EVENT -- Ecumenical Council Meeting (with Joseph Gainza, Vermont Action for 
Peace). Discussion about immigration/farmworkers in VT.  Discussion about BFP 
campaign, and distribution of Action Pack.  Solicitation of Co-Sponsors within the 
faith community. 
1/25/2011 EMAIL – Outreach email to organizational reps and community-members who have received the Pack thus far. (APPENDIX G) 
1/26/2011 MEETING -- Central Vermont Migrant Farmworkers Coalition:  Spoke about BFP 
campaign, shared the Action Pack and collected feedback for "next steps."  
1/27/2011 EVENT -- Day 1: Panel at Ag. Law and Policy Conference, VT Law School.  Discussed BFP campaign, shared Action Pack, promoted conference call.   
1/28/2011 
EVENT -- Day 2: Ag. Law and Policy Conference, VT Law School. Accompanied 
Brendan O'Neill (VT Migrant Farmworker Solidarity Project) with more Action 
Packs.  Available for questions/comments.  Promoted conference call. 
1/31/2011 
EVENT – (Evening) Statewide Conference Call for Bias-Free Policing. Facilitation 
by Mandy Park, Brendan O’Neill and Ian Williams (New Neighbors Victim 
Outreach Project) 
2/1/2011 EVENT – (Business Hours) Statewide Conference Call for Bias-Free Policing.  
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Facilitation By Mandy Park and Brendan O’Neill 
 
Outreach Email for the Release of the Action Pack: Support Bias-Free Policing in VT! 
Jan 4, 2011 
Sent by BiasFreeVT, biasfreevt@gmail.com 
 
Dear Vermonters in Support of the Equal and Fair Treatment of All, 
We write to you out of concern for the racial profiling, harassment, and unjustified detentions 
and deportations that plague the lives of many communities in our state. These institutionalized 
practices humiliate, degrade, and marginalize a broad-range of Vermont communities. As you 
may know, the VT Attorney General recently released a Bias Free Policing Policy 
recommendation for Vermont law enforcement. In response to our concern for justice and the 
Attorney General's recommendation, we are pleased to share the attached "Action Pack for 
Bias Free Policing in Vermont" for your review.  
We invite your organization to: 
1. Review the "Action Pack for Bias Free Policing in Vermont" and let us know if your 
organization is willing to be listed as a Co-sponsor. Please remember, you can use the Action 
Pack as you see fit and provide supplemental materials based on your local context.  
Co-sponsors will also be asked to: 
A. Discuss with us your interest in promoting and/or participating in a statewide campaign 
to pass Bias-Free Policing policies throughout Vermont.  We will contact you with a 
follow-up call in the next several days. 
B. Help us conduct outreach to your membership, allies, and volunteers by promoting an 
upcoming state-wide conference call and webinar, during which we will share the Action 
Pack and launch the state-wide campaign. 
C. Sign-up for our Bias-Free Policing in VT lists serve to stay in touch about the campaign 
by emailing: BFPVermont@googlegroups.com 
We understand that a policy or law alone does not create change.  We are hopeful that the 
"Action Pack for Anti-Bias Policing in Vermont" will help to energize local community organizing 
in order to build long-lasting, working relationships. With these relationships we can challenge 
deeply conditioned and institutionalized racism and discrimination, and in doing so, make 
Vermont a better place to live for everyone. 
We look forward to talking soon. 
Sincerely, 
Campaign for Bias-Free Policing in VT  
biasfreevt@gmail.com 
 
VT Migrant Farmworker Solidarity Project 
Brendan O'Neill, 802-825-1609, vtmfsp@gmail.com 
 
VT American Friends Service Committee 
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Mandy Park, 323-774-3349, mandypark@gmail.com 
Statewide Conference Call Outreach Email: Support Bias-Free Policing in VT! 
Jan 25, 2011 
Sent by BiasFreeVT, biasfreevt@gmail.com 
 
Dear Vermonters in Support of the Equal and Fair Treatment of All, 
 
Please join us for a conference-call in order to jump-start the Campaign for Bias Free 
Policing in VT and help challenge racial profiling, harassment and unjustified detentions and 
deportations in our state! 
 
This past November, Vermont’s Attorney General issued a recommendation to all police 
departments across the state for the adoption of Bias-Free Policing policies.  This public act has 
opened important channels of communication between Vermonters concerned for the fair 
treatment of all, and our local law enforcement agencies.   
 
In response, we've created an Action Pack for Bias-Free Policing across Vermont to 
help guide communities through the process of engaging with your local police department to 
ensure they adopt anti-bias policies, and as a way to challenge institutionalized racism and 
discrimination in our local communities. 
 
Please, join the campaign by participating in this important conference call to discuss 
the plan to spread Bias-Free Policing Across Vermont on: 
 
EITHER January 31st from 5-6pm OR February 1st from 12-1pm 
Dial: (661) 673-8600 
Enter the Participant Access Code: 425343# 
  
We understand that a policy or law alone does not create change.  We are hopeful that the 
below "Action Pack for Anti-Bias Policing in Vermont" will help to energize local community 
organizing in order to build long-lasting, working relationships. With these relationships we can 
challenge deeply conditioned and institutionalized racism and discrimination, and in doing so, 
make Vermont a better place to live for everyone. 
    
Click one of the links below to find the Action Pack online, or download the email 
attachment.  Be sure to have access to a copy when you call in. 
 
http://vtmfsp.org/node/92   or   http://afsc.org/document/bias-free-policing 
 
We look forward to talking soon. 
  
Sincerely, 
Campaign for Bias-Free Policing in VT  
biasfreevt@gmail.com 
  
VT Migrant Farmworker Solidarity Project 
Brendan O'Neill, 802-825-1609, vtmfsp@gmail.com 
  
VT American Friends Service Committee  
Mandy Park, 323-774-3349, mandypark@gmail.com  
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